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State of Maine 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OFTHE COURTS 

p.O. Box 4820 Downtown Station 
Portland, Maine 04112 

Dana R. Baggett 207-775-1500 
State Court Administrator 

April 12, 1984 

The Honorable Vincent L. McKuslck 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court 

The Honorable Jospeh E. Brennan 
Governor 

Ladles and Gentlemen of the 
I 11th Legislature 

It Is my privilege and pleasure to transmit the Eighth Annual Report of the Judicial 
Department. 

The report documents the significant workload of the Maine State court system during 
1983. Over 245,000 filings were recorded In our 51 courts throughout the state, Involving 
over 300,000 people. Sane matters Involved crimes· whlie other cases Involved amicable 
settlements of small claims. To the Individuals Involved, all of these matters were Important 
and serious. It occurs to me that no other agency of government serves. a greater number of 
Its citizens with a staff of less than 330 people and a budget about I 1/2 percent of total 
general fund expend Itures. 

This department provides judicial services to the citizens of Maine by reason of Its 
many dedicated employees, both on the bench and behind the scenes. Rooted In the can­
munltles where they work, court employees are hardly anonymous, faceless bureaucrats. They 
are real people, caning In contact dally with citizens In need of assistance from their courts. 
This report documents their considerable efforts In 1983. 

The format this year differs from p'revlous editions. The text of the report Is pro-
vided as an Executive Summary. It Is rich In detail about the activities of the various state 
courts without burdening the reader with a surfeit of data. The more serious students and 
researchers may want to obtain a copy of the canpanlon 'Statlstlcal Supplement to this report that 
contains al I the statistics. Your canments on this revised format are most wei cane. 

This pUblication Is the collaborative effort of many people. The data are recorded 
and reported by clerks of court and their assistants across the state. These data are can­
piled and edited In the Administrative Office o~ the Courts by Debra Olken who labored for 
weeks overseeing the production of this document. Fran Norton again typed the report, both 
text and tables. Many others helped along the way. To al I of them, thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Dana R. Baggett 
state Court Administrator 

DRB/sk 
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"THE STATE OF THE JUDICIARY" 

A Report to the Joint Convention 
of the lllth Maine Legislature 

By Chief Justice Vincent L. McKuslck 

January 26, 1984 

'I much appreciate your Invitation to report a second 
time to this 1 11th Legislature. Joining me here today are my 
Judicial colleagues who share with me responsibility for super­
vising the operations of the Third Branch--myfellow members of 
the Supreme Judicial Court, which I like to call the Board of 
Directors of the Judicial Department, and Chief Justice, CII fford 
of the Superior Court and Chief Judge Devine of the District Court. 
I bring you greetings, a~d regretsi from Justice Violette and 
Justice Glassman. He Is today und~rgolng a routine surgical pro­
cedure at Cary Medical Center In Caribou. Justice Glassman Is 
the victim of a fallon the Ice Tuesday evening. 

The Invitation that your leaders have ext~nded to us, 
and our grateful acceptance of this opportunity to report to you, 
demonstrate the realization by us both that cooperation between 
our two great branches of state government Is essential If the 
constitutional mandate of each branch Is to be fully carried out. 
The fair and efficient administration of Justice wi I I come only 
through that cooperation between the Legislature and the Judiciary. 

You have, or w III have, before you two pieces of pro­
posed legislation that wei I I I lustrate the healthy potential of 
such cooperation, each In Its own special way. The first Is the 
recommendation of the Advisory Committee on Collective Bargaining 
for Judicial Department Employees. That Advisory Committee, 
chaired by Dean James Carl~nan of Bates Col lege, with balanced 
membership representing both sides of public employment labor 
relations, was appointed by the SUpreme Judicial Court under your 
authorization of a year ago. That Advisory Committee recommends 
that you of the Legislature enact ~ statute, and that at the same 
time the Court Issue an administrative order, establishing In 
Identical parallel fashion the right of Judicial employees to 
bargain collectively. The Court stands ready to do Its part In 
this cooperative effort. 

A second example of proposed cooperative action comes 
from the report of your Commission on Local Land Use Violations. 
That Commission, chaired by Senator Trafton, recommends 1) that 
you confer additional Jurisdiction upon the District Court to 
enforce com~1 lance with land use laws by equitable orders of 
abatement and 2) that the Supreme Judicial Court by rule prescribe 
a streamlined procedure for the District Court In such cases slm-
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liar to that used for clvl I traftlc Infractions. Of course, 
have no right to Intrude upon your deliberations on the legisla-
tive wisdom of the proposed statute; but, assure you that If 
you do enact It, the Supreme Judicial Court will do Its part In 
promulgating ari Implementing rule. Senator Trafton's Commission 
has prepared a draft of such a rule. That will give the Court 
and Its Advisory Committee on Clvl I Rules a head start on the 
rulemaklng Job. 

The cooperation represented by the proposed Joint ef­
forts on Judicial employee collective bargaining and on land use 
violations continues. the long tradition of the Maine Judiciary 
and the Maine Legislature working together to Improve the court 
system and law enforcement. 

In reporting to you at your f.lrst regular session, 
took a look back over the preceding five years, making a wlde­
s~e~plng review of developments In Maine's courts. This time I 
propose a less comprehensive report and one limited In time to 
the year 1983. I will try to hit the high spots. 

First, the Law Court--the name historically applied to 
the Supreme Judicial Court when It sits to hear appeals. The 
new system for workers' compensat~on appeals, set up two years 
ago, Is working as Intended. An appeal from a single commission­
er's decision now goes first 'to an Appellate Division consisting 
of two or more of the other commissioners; then, the losing party 
before that Appellate Division can get a full hearing In the Law 
Court only with the court's permission. Only about one third of 
the appeals from hearing commissioners' decisions are being taken 
beyond the Appel late Division. That Division Is thus performing 
a valuable screening function; and also the commissioners sitting 
as the Appel late Division can develop a coordinated approach to 
questions of workers' compensation law, before those questions 
come to the Law Court. The whole appel late process Is thereby 
Improved. 

~. 

Even with the reduced number of workers' compensation 
appeals reaching the Law Court, the filings In the Law Court 
remain at an annual level of about.500. cases. The steady Increase 
In other categories of civil and c'rlmlnal appeals has taken up the 
slack. We are proud to report that we· remain abreast of our heavy 
workload. 

Now let us turn to the trial courts. As of January 1st 
the Superior Court has a Chief Justlce~ authorized by you last 
year. Chief Justice Clifford has undertaken the added responsl-
bl Iities of administrative leadership of that busy court with 
enthusiasm and effectiveness. As of January 1st, I also reappoint­
ed for another three-year term Chief Judge Devine of the District 
Court, who has again desfgnated Judge Alan Pease as his deputy. 
It Is a tribute to Chief Judge Devine, and his predecessor, Chief 
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Judge Nicholas Danton, that when we reorganized the Superior 
Court's administrative structure we modeled the new arrangement 
exactly upon that of the District Court. I am now relieved of 
many details In the administration of the Superior Court, as I 
have been In th~ District Court, and so can concentrate on co­
ordinating the operations of the several courts. 

In 1983 we found particularly useful the flexibility 
the Legislature has given us over the years to assign trial judges 
to sit In other courts than their own. As just one example, under 
the new law of last year that permits me to assign the two Admin­
Istrative Court judges to sit In the Superior Court, as well as 
In the District Court, they have during the last six months of 
1983 devoted one judge week per month to hearing contested di­
vorces and other nonjury matters In the Superior Court In Cumber­
land County. At the"same time, they have continued to sit In the 
District Court for two judge weeks per month. 

Our widely praised In-court mediation service continues 
to be a success story. In March, I Is.ued an ~dmlnlstratlve order 
making mediation available In family law cases at all Superior 
and District Court locations statewide. Mediation can be used 
for some or a I I of the ch II d cu stody and property I ssues I n a 
dl~6rce case. Although our administrative order requires the 
attorneys and the judge to explore with the parties the sult­
ability of mediation In their divorce case, going to mediation 
remains a matter of choice by the parties, and any Issue Is re­
solved In mediation only by mutual agreement. An average of 50 
divorce cases per month were mediated during the period May 
through December, 1983. Even though we foresee a further Increase 
th I s year, the number rema I ns too sma I I to prov I de any sign I f I cant 
relief to our trial courts, faced with 7,500 divorce cases a year. 
However, mediation Is a valuable adjunct to our usual adjudica­
tory processes. Where appropriate, It produces a better brand of 
Justice. Because of the voluntary feature of mediation, court 
orders entered on mediated settlements (whether In family law, 
small claims, or other clvL.1 matters) later meet with a higher 
level of compl lance than do orders entered after adversary court 
proceedings. 

We can report with satisfaction that the District and 
Superior Courts are successfully Implementing the Single Trial 
Law, now In effect for two full years. In the two years 1982 and 
1983, about 158,000 Class D and E and traffic criminal cases were 
commenced In the District Court. All of those 158,000 cases po­
tentially could have had a jury demand, requiring transfer to the 
Superior Court for trial. However, our fear that the Superior 
Court might be swamped by defendants transferring to gain time 
has proved unfounded. In fact, the number of cases transferred 
for trial to the Superior Court In the two years that the Single 
Trial Law has been In effect was actually slightly fewer than the 
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total number of transfers and appeals to the Superior Court during 
the last two years under the old law, When both transfers and ap­
peals were entitled to a full trial In the Superior Court. We 
wi I I continue to watch the situation closely, but the message 
apparently Is 6ut that transfer to the Superior Court merely for 
delay does not work. 

I now turn to a subject that any report on the courts 
must address to be complete. I want to Identify for you some of 
the most pressing of the needs faced by the Maine courts. 

Last year I reported that "very soon we wi I I need addi­
tional judges," and I assured you that we would, before the con­
vening of this second regular session, quantify our need as pre­
cisely as the nature of the question permits. That has now been 
done by our Judicial Policy Committee, chaired by Justice Roberts. 
For the past 11 years, the Superior Court has had only fourteen 
judges. We now ask for three additional judges for that court. 
The Superior Court's pending caseload has steadily grown until It 
Is now over 17,000 cases--some 80% higher than In 1973. This 
growing b~cklog exists despite the fact that each Superior Court 
Justice Is disposing of more than 1,100 cases a year--natlonally 
rated a high level of productivity. These figures simply reflect 
the litigation explosion that has now reached Maine. In the past 
11 years, clvl I litigation has become more complex--often Involv­
Ing multiple parties with multiple counsel, and often brought 
under statutes that did not even exist prior to 1973, for exam­
ple, the Consumer Credit Code, the strict I labl I Ity statute, and 
the tort claims act. Both civil and criminal motions are flied 
with much more frequency than was the case 11 years ago, aided by 
the routine use of word processors In lawyers' offices. Facing 
the same phenomenon, the legislature In New Hampshire has author­
Ized the addition of ten more Superior Court judges over the next 
three years. 

JustIce Roberts' report also documents the need for 
three addltlonal District Court judges. In 1973 the District 
Court had 20 judges, and the only addition since then has been 
the one judge authorized two years ago~ In that eleven-year per­
Iod, major additions have been made to the District Court's re­
sponsibilIties. For Instance, th~ Protection from Family Abuse 
statute was enacted In 1979, and In the year 1983 that statute 
generated over 2,100 cases, sensitive cases demanding much judge 
attention. ThE) rules to Implement the Single Trial Law require 
all pretrial motlons to bE) flied, heard, and decided In the Dis­
trict Court before a criminal case with a jury demand Is trans-
farred to the Superior Court for trial. In addition, as I men-
tloned earlier, the Commission on Local Land Use Violations pro­
poses an equity-type entorcemE)nt procedure In the District Court, 
recommended In preference to creating a statewide system of land 
use hearing examiners; that proposed law wi I I Increase the work-
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load of that court, perhaps substantially. The caseload of the 
D I str I ct Court has a I ready I ncreased by we I lover one th I rd In 
the past 11 years. In the same period, the cases heard by the 
District Court have become more complex--for example, proceedings 
to terminate parental rights, mortgage. foreclosure, custody and 
marital property Issues In divorce. 

By any measure, Maine has a remarkably smal I Judiciary. 
The requested Increases In the Superior and District Courts are 
modest In light of the dO.cumented need. We trust you will give 
our request your favorable consideration. 

We are also In critical need of additional personnel In 
our clerks' offices. In the Dlstr~ct Court this clerk shortage 
has become particularly acute since the Single Trial Law went Into 
effect on January I, 1982. To Implement that law, all arraignments 
and all pretrial motion hearings In transfer cases have to be 
recorded. This means that clerical personnel are taken from their 
office and put Into the courtroom to monitor the recording of pro~ 

ceedlngs there. As a consequence, the remaining offJce staff work 
under even more pressure to accompl Ish their Increasing workload 
In timely fashion. Under these pressures, some of our best clerks 
of court have resigned or taken early retirement. In the Supe­
rior Court, the expanded caseload and growing complexity of lIt-
19at�on and motion practice also necessitates additional clerical 
personnel. We are very proud of the men and women who staff the 
clerks' offices at our 50 trial court )ocatlons. They work very 
hard and productively. But they cannot be expected to carry their 
stead I I y grow I ng burden without adeq uate he I p. 

Now I turn to another great need of our courts: facll-
Itles. was asked recently how many state courts operate In 
buildings constructed with state bond Issues. The answer Is ~. 
If I asked you how many of our 50 trial court locations are housed 
In facl I Itles constructed with any kind of state funds, how many 
would you say? The answer Is~. Only the Augusta District 
Court Is located In a state-owned facility, constructed 14 years 
ago by a direct appropriation. It Is one of our better buildings. 

The State became responsible for all of our state courts 
on January 1, 1976. Yet, In splt'e of our Joint eff'orts, the pub-
I Ic remains poorly served by court facilities In several locations. 

The District Court system le~ses space In 32 ~Itles and 
towns. Twenty~seven of those facl I Itles are owned by county or 
municipal governments; five, by private owners~ Our state Supe­
rior Court and the Supreme Judicial Court continue to operate 
entirely In county facilities for which, under the 1975 statute, 
the State pays no rent. So, It Is clear that our state court 
system remains almost completely dependent on facilities provided 
by other governmental units or by private landlords. 

-5-



Our court facilltl~s should promote respect for the laws 
that are fashioned In thl~ splendid State House. Unfortunately, 
many do not. 

Our top priority Is to Improve our court facl I Itles 
In Portland. That Is by far 'the largest and busiest location for 
both the Superior Court a~d ~he District Court. Both are crammed 
Into the Cumberland County Courthouse. That Is a magnificent 
structure, built 75 years ago and well maintained by the Cumber­
land County Commissioners. But It Is far too smal I to meet to­
day's demands. 

The District Court In Portland should have four court­
rooms to handle the approximately 40,000 cases fl led each year 
from the twelve communIties It'serves. It needs to triple Its 
space In order to serve the public adequately. The Superior Court 
needs, by conservative standards, to Increase Its space by more 
than 50 percent for proper functlonl~g. It will cost In excess 
of $5 ml I lion to build an addition to the courthouse to provide 
these essential facl I Itles. 

Meanwhile, the consequences In the Portland District 
Court are serious Inconvenience to the publIc and added delay to 
the judicial process. Th~ Superior Court In Cumberland County 
now has a pending caseload of over 4,200 cases, an Increase of 
over 40 percent since 1978. ' The average clvl I case there takes 
more than 575 days from fIlIng to dIsposItIon because of the short­
age of courtrooms and the necessary prIorIty gIven to crImInal, 
cases. 

Also, we must gIve hIgh prIorIty to obtaInIng a new 
judIcIal facl I Itlty to s.rve the Bath-BrunswIck area. There, we 
contemplate a buIldIng that wI I I enable the present DIstrIct 
Court operations In both communItIes to be consolldated~ Such a 
buildIng c.n also accomm~date the Superior Court for Sagadahoc 
County and serve eastern 'Cumberland as wei I. Such a buIldIng can 
be constructed for about $1 million. 

We In the Judicial Department look to your collective 
wisdom to decide how to fund these urgent building needs for the 
courts. Should It be by bond Issue, or should 'It be by direct 
appropriation,' or by a combination? We have failed In the past 
to find a solution to these questions, but we must not let that 
cause us to stick our heads In the sand. Every year, the situ­
ation gets worse, and more expensive to correct. 

Be'fore closing, offer some general observations. 

The courts always have rendered essential social ser­
vice, notinerely public service, but essential social service. 
The courts were among the first social service a~encles, long be-
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fore the Department of Human Services was conceived of ~nd Indeed 
long before most of Its fUnctions were' seen as appropriate for 
government to perform. The trial and punishment of crime and the 
resolution of clvl I disputes havo been, from the earl lest days of 
clvl Ilzatlon, of utmost Importance to a safe and harmonious soci­
ety. The courts have long since become so much an established 
part of a clvl Ilzed society that It Is al I too easy for us to take 
them for granted. We can no longer afford to do so. The courts 
must have sufficient judges and support staff, and they must be 
given adequate facilities and technological tools to enable them 
to do their jobs. Failure to do so will Jeopardize the very 
fabric of our society. 

Courts wi I I never win a popularity contest. Every day 
judges are called on to make tough decisions. At times those 
tough decisions, though made In keeping with constitutional and 
statutory standards, cause frustration and even hostility toward 
the Judiciary among some of the public. Furthermore, going to 
court Is always a painful experience, even for the party who 
seemingly prevails. Judge Learned Hand, who spent most of his 
adult life In the courts, once said that he would view his own 
Involvement as a litigant as a personal disaster. However much 
It was a mistake for us to lump court building needs Into an 
omnibus bond Issue last fall and however much we In positions of 
public responsibility failed In making our case for court facIlI­
ties before the electorate, both then and three years before, the 
simple fact Is that the courts have no natural constituency. The 
courts can only appeal to the Intelligence and the fair-mindedness 
of Maine citizens. 

These remarks lead me to my final observation. Ever 
since my father served In both the House and the Senate starting 
~3 ~ears ago this month, the Maine Leglslature has been to me a 
very special Instltutlon--a place wher~ men and women of al I cal l­
Ings, Includtng farmers I Ike my father, come together to make laws 
to advance the best Interests of our beloved State of Maine. From 
my acquaintance with you Individually and as an organized group, 

know that you recognize the essential social service that Maine 
courts perform. I know that you are everyone committed to doing 
what Is right as you see It In carrying out your lawmaking respon­
sibilities. I know that you wi I i do your very best to give us In 
the courts the tools that we need. No one can ask more. 
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COLRT STRLCTLRE 

H ISTeRY 

UntIl separatIon In 1820, MaIne was a part of Massachusetts and therefore Included In the 

Massachusetts court system. However, In 1820, Article VI, SectIon I, of the new MaIne Con­

stItutIon establIshed the JudIcIal branch of goverrvnent statIng: "The JudIcIal power of the 
State shall be vested In a Supreme JudIcIal Court, and such other courts as the LegIslature 
shall fran tIme to tIme establIsh". Fran the start of statehood, the Supreme JudIcIal Court 

was both a,trlal court and an appellate court or "Law Court". The new State of MaIne also 
adopted the same lower court structure as ex I sted I n Massachusetts, and the court system re­
maIned unchanged untIl 1.852. The Probate Courts were created In 1820 as county-based courts 

and have remaIned so to date. 

The Court ReorganIzatIon Act of 1852 Increased the JurIsdIctIon of the Supreme JudIcIal Court 

to encanpass v Irtua II y every type of case, I ncreased the number of Just Ices and author I zed 
the Just Ices to travel In clrcul ts. 

The next major change In the system came In 1929, when the LegIslature created the statewIde 

Superior Court to relIeve the overburdened Supreme JudIcIal Court. Me,imwhlle, the lower courts con­

tInued to operate much as they always had until 1961 when the munIcIpal courts and the trIal 

JustIces system was abolIshed and the new DIstrIct Court created. The mos.t recent change to the 

MaIne JudIcIal System occurred In 1978 wIth the addItIon of the AdmInIstratIve Court. 

SUFREME JUDIC IAL COLRT AND LAW COLRT 

The Supreme JudIcIal Court Is the governIng body of the JudIcIal Department, and as the Law 

Court Is the court of fInal appeal. The Law Court hears appeals of cIvil and crImInal cases fran 
the SuperIor Court, appeal s fran all fInal Judgments, orders and decrees of the Probate Court, 
appeal s of decIsIons of the Pub IIc utilItIes Canmlsslon and the Workers Canpensatlon Canmls­

slon's Appel late DIvIsIon, Interlocutory crImInal appeals and appeals of decIsIons of a sIngle 
Justice of the Supreme JudIcIal Court. A Justice of theSupreme JudIcIal Court has JurIsdIctIon 
to hear non-Jury cIvil actIons, except dIvorce or annulment of marrIage, and can be assIgned 

by the chIef JustIce to hear SuperIor Court cases In general, IncludIng post-convIctIon matters. 
In addItIon, sIngle JustIces handle both admIssIon to the bar and bar dIscIplInary proceedIngs. 

The JustIces of the Supreme JudIcIal Court make decIsIons regardIng legIslatIve apportIonment 

and render advIsory opInIons concernIng Important questIons of law on solemn occasIons when 
requested by the governor, Senate or House of RepresentatIves. Three members of the Supreme 

JudIcIal Court serve as the Appellate Dlvlslon for the revIew of crImInal sentences of one year 

or more. 

By statute, the ch I ef Just Ice I s head of the Jud Ic I al Department, a nd the Su pr eme Jud Ic I al 

Court has general admInIstratIve and supervlsory'authorlty over the JudIcIal Department. 

The Supreme JudIcIal Court has seven members: the chIef Justice and sIx assocIate Justices. 

The JustIces are appoInted by the governor for seven year terms, wIth the consent of the legIs­
lature. The Court determInes the number, tIme and place of Its terms dependIng on the volume 
of cases. The Court sIts In Portland four tImes a year and In Bangor twIce a year. These 

terms run fran two to three weeks, coverIng 50 to 60 cases. 

Upon retIrement, a Supreme JudIcIal Court JustIce may be appoInted an actIve retIred Justice 

by the governor for a seven year term, wIth the consent of the legIslature. On assIgnment by the 

chIef JustIce, an actIve retIred JustIce has the Same authorIty as an actIve JustIce. There 
are three actIve retIred JustIces on the Supreme JudIcIal Court. 
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SUPERlffi COURT 

The Superior Court was created by the legislature In 1929 as Maine's trial court of general 
Jurisdiction. The court has original Jurisdiction over al I matters (either exclusively or 
concurrently with other courts) that are not within the Jurisdiction of the Supreme Judicial 
Court sitting as the Law Court or within the exclusive Jurisdiction of the District Court. This 
Is the only court In which civil and criminal jury trials are held. In addition, Justices of this 
court hear appeals on questions of law from the District Court and from the Administrative 
Court. 

There are 14 Justices of the Superior Court who hold sessions of the Court In each of the 16 
counties. The Justices are appolnteJ by the governor for seven year terms, with the consent 
of the legislature. For administrative purposes, the State had been divided Into three regions, 
with the chief Justice appointing a regional presiding Justice for each region. However, during 
1983, legislation was enacted which eliminated the regional presiding Justice positions and 
created the position of a single chief Justice for the Superior Court, effective January I, 1984. 

Upon retirement, a Superior Court Justice may be appointed an active retired Justice by 
the governor for a seven year term, with the consent 'of the legislature. On assignment by the 
Superior Court chief Justice, an active retired Justice has the same authority as an active 
Justice. There Is one active retired Justice In the Superior Court. 

DISTRICT COURT 

The District Court was created by the legislature In 1961 as Maine'S court of limited juris­
diction. The Court has original Jurisdiction In non-felony criminal cases, traffic Infractions 
and civil violations, can accept guilty pleas In felony cases and conducts probable cause 
hearings In felony cases. The Court has concurrent Jurisdiction with the Superior Court In 
divorce cases and non-equitable civil cases Involving not more than $30,000, and also may 
grant equitable relief In cases of unfair trade practices. The District Court Is the small 
claims court (for cases Involving not more than $1000) and the Juvenile court. In addition, 
the Court hears mental health, forceable entry and detainer, quiet title and foreclosure 
cases. It Is the only court available for the enforcement of money judgments. 

There are 21 judges of the District Court; the chief judge, who Is designated by the chief 
Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court, six judges-at-Iarge who serve throughout the state, and 14 
resident judges who sit within the 13 districts of the court. The judges are appointed by the 

~ 

governor for seven year terms, with the consent of the legislature. On assignment by the chief 
justice of the Supreme Judicial Court, District Court judges may also sit In the Superior Court. 

Upon retirement, a District Court judge may be appointed an active retired judge by the 
. governor for a seven year term; with the consent of the legislature. On assignment by the 
chief judge, an active retired judge has the same authority as an active judge. There are six 
active retired judges In the District Court. 

ADMI NISTRATIVE COURT 

The Administrative Court was created by the legislature In 1973 and became a part of the 
JUdicial Department on July 1, 1978. Prior thereto the Administrative Court had Jurisdiction 
over suspension and revocation of licenses by a specific ,list of executive agencies. Effective 
July 1, 1978, the legislature substantially expanded the jurisdiction of the Administrative 
Court. Other than In emergency situations, the Administrative Court was granted exclusive 
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Jurisdiction upon complaint of an agency or, If the licensing agency falls or refuses to act 

within a reasonable time, upon complaint of the Attorney General, to revoke or suspend licenses 
Issued by the agency, and original Jurisdiction upon complllint of a licensing agency 
to determine whether renewal or Issuance of a license of that agency may be refused. Effect­
Ive In 1983, the Administrative Court IIlso has exclusive Jurisdiction to hear appeals from 
disciplinary decisions of the Real Estate Commission. 

There are two judges of the Administrative C~rt; the Administrative Court judge and the Assoc­
Iate Administrative Court judge. The judges must be lawyers and are appointed by the governor 
for seven year terms, with the consent of the legislature. On assignment by the chief Justice 
of the Supreme Judicial Court, Administrative Court judges may also sit In the District Court 

.and In the Superior Court. 

********************************************************** 

COURT CASELOAD 

OVERVIEW 

Caseloads throughout Maine's state court system have undergone significant changes during the 
past several years. There are characteristic differences In 1983 court caseload compared to that 
of the 1970's, but these changes are difficult to quantify. For Instance, statistics cannot 
demonstrate the degree to which civil litigation has become Increasingly complex, a belief shared 
by judges and attorneys alike. It Is often Impossible to document the actual Impact of new laws 
affecting pr,:ocedures In current cases, as well as legislation creating brand new types of cases. The 
number of Maine attorneys has risen by 65% since 1974, and the number of attorneys In the State 
Attorney General's and Dl,strlct Attorneys' offices has Increased by 131% and 61% respectively since 
1973, al I of which are evidence of the greater litigiousness of today's society. 

Nonetheless, the following statistical analyses should provide one with an understanding of 
the composition and status of the state court caseload. These statistics are the product of the 
manual and' computerized statlstlcul reporting systems operating In each of the four state courts. 
More detailed figures are published In the version of this Annual Report containing the statistical 
supplement, which Is available upon request to the Administrative Office of the Courts. 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT (LAW COURT) 

The Supreme Judicial Court (Law Court)~ Maine's highest court and the court of final appeal, 
has experienced over an 80% Increase In Incoming filings since 1976, rising from the 269 filings 
reported during that year to 486 filings In 1983. The Court has demonstrated Its ability to 
meet this Increased demand by disposing of more than twice the number of cases In 1983 than In 
1976. The 480 dispositions occurring In 1983 were comprised of six types of cases: 

Number of 
Number of Percent of WrlHen Opln- Percent 
Cases Total Ions Pub II shed Total 

Criminal 144 30~0 105 36.4 
Public Utilities Commission 5 1.0 4 1.4 
Workers Compensation 42 8.8 4 1.4 
Other Administrative Proceedings 48 10.0 35 12.2 
All Other Civil 214 44.6 132 45.8 
Discretionary Appeals 27 5~6 8 2.8 

TOTAL 480 100.0 288 100.0 
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The total time from notice of appeal to decision averages approximately nine and one-half 
months, broken down as follows: 

Notice of Appeal to Completion of Record 
(clerk and court reporter-time) 

CompletIon of Record to CompletIon of BrIefing 
(attorney-t Ime) 

Completion of Briefing to Oral Argument 
(schedulIng lag and pre-argument preparation) 

Oral Argumont to DispositIon 
(J ud Ic I ai-time) 

Average Number of Days 

70.5 

83.7 

60.3 

74.1 

Three JustIces serve as the Appel late DivIsion to revIew criminal sentences of one year or more. 
During the last four years there have been about 50 cases filed In this Division each year. In 
1983, there were 48 cases disposed, of which 2 were withdrawn, 12 were dismissed, 31 were denied, and 
3 resulted In reduced sentences. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

The Superior Court serves as Maine's 
trial court of general JurIsdiction. Its 
statistics represent the most complete court 
data collection system In the state, al lowing 
for very detailed caseload analysis. 1983 
marks the fIrst time In recent hIstory that 

'dIspOsitions have exceeded fll Ings, resulting 
In an actual decrease In pending caseload, 
as evidenced on Table A, page 39. Over half 
of the 16,647' cases filed In the Superior Court 
during 1983 were criminal cases, while cIvIl 
and URESA (UnIform RecIprocal Enforcement of 
Support Act) cases accounted for 35% and 9% 
respectIvely. (See Table B, page 40). 

11983 SUPER[OR COURT FlL[HGSI 
IYPE or CASE 

m C[U[L 

~ URESA 

III CRIMINAL 

StatewIde, 1983 Is the second consecutIve year In which civIl dIsposItIons exceeded cIvIl 
fIlIngs. This appears to be largely the result of fIlIngs decreasIng over the past two years whIle 

·the number of cases dIsposed remaIned remarkably stable. There were a total of 6100 cIvil dIspos­
ItIons In 1983, of whIch over 45% were dIsmIssed upon agreement of the partIes. An addItIonal 13% 
were dIsmIssed by the court after two years of InactIon. The 207 cIvIl Jury trIals held In 1983 
accounted for about 3% of al I dIsposItIons. Each Superior Court locatIon reported that cIvIl 
cases requIred an average of over one year to reach dIsposItIon, rangIng from 375 days In LIncoln 
to more than 600 days In Cumberland, Waldo and WashIngton. When revIewIng sImIlar fIgures for only 
those cases proceedIng to Jury trial, the averages were much higher. In 1983, It took an average 
of over two and one-half years for a civil case to be tried by a Jury, but It should be noted that 
the tlmeframe from filing to pre-trial memorandum required over one year. The latter Is a stage 
of civil case processing over which the courts have lIttle control. 

The fIlIng of URESA cases In the SuperIor Court rose slIghtly sInce 1982 but stll I represents 
a sIgnIfIcant decline from levels In prevIous years. Nonetheless, URESA pendIng caseload has con­
tinued to rise due to decreased disposition rates. 
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The number of criminal filings has stabilized since 1982, but dispositions reached an al I-time 
high of 9289 In 1983, resulting In a 33-case decline In pending caseload. The. composition of the 
criminal caseload has changed during the past few years, ·as evidenced by the Increase In the number 
of transfers and the corresponding decrease In appeals from the District Court. This has been 
largely the result of the Implementation after January I, 1982 of the so-called "single trial law" 
which provided that In Class 0 and E proceedings, the defendant may waive his right to Jury trial 
and elect to be tried In the District Court, In which case an appeal to the Superior Court follow­
Ing trial and conviction In the District Court can be only on questions of law. 

The rate of transfers varied markedly throughout the state, ranging from 33.6% of Penobscot's 
criminal caseload to over 60% of the criminal caseloads In Franklin, Knox, Lincoln and Sagadahoc. 
Cases Involving murder, Class A, Class B and Class C crimes (generally cal led felonies) constituted 
34% of the state's criminal caseload. 

There were a total of 9522 defendant-cases disposed during 1983. Defendants were convicted 
In 55.6% of al I cases, while dismissals by either the court or the District Attorney accounted for 
33.7% of al I dispositions. Of the 5294 convictions, over 90% were by plea of guilty. There were 
405 criminal Jury trials during 1983, which represented about 4% of al I criminal case dispositIons. 
Indictments took an average of about 7 months to reach a Jury trial, ranging from about 4 months In 
Hancock to 13 months In Waldo. Six and one-half months was the average tlmeframe for transfers 
to reach Jury trial, ranging from 3.9 months In York to OVer 13 months In Hancock. 

01 STR ICT COURT 

District Court caseload has fluctuated 
considerably over the past five years. Fil­
Ings were recorded as 235,386 In 1979, grad­
ually dropped to a low of 215,471 In 1982, 
and rose to 227,920 dur I ng 1983. Sma I I 
claims cases have risen dramatically In re­
cent years, while civil violations and traf­
fic Infractions continue to comprise a large 
portion of the District Court's total case­
load. (See Tab Ie C, page 41). Case fill ngs 
ranged from less than 2,000 cases In Fort 
Kent, Madawaska, Van Buren, Bar Harbor and 
Livermore Falls to 44,344 In Portland. (~e 

Table 0, page 42). The District Court's 
Electronic Recording Division reports that 
there were 7298 recordings made during 1983, 
a 22.5% Increase over 1982. 

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT 

IU83 ~Jm[CT COURT FILINGSI 
TYPE or CASE 

m CUlL 

§ CRIMINAL 

m miL 1I0lATIOHS AKD 

n.mc IKJ'RACTIOKS 

The Administrative Court has Jurisdiction over,the suspension and revocation of administrative 
agency licenses. During the early 1980's, this court's caseload consistently decreased, but In 
1983, the 349 filings marked a return to the 1979 caseload level. Of the 320 cases disposed by 
the Administrative Court, over 90% (290) were Bureau of Liquor Enforcement cases, 13 were Harness 
Racing Commission cases, and the balance concerned othermlscel laneous agencies. In addition to their 
own caseload, the two Administrative Court Judges devoted about two weeks each month to assist the 
trial courts, by conducting 903 hearings for the District Court and 48 hearings for the Superior 
Court during 1983. 

.********************************************************** 
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COURT MEDIATION. SERVICE 

The Court Mediation Service provides an alternative method of resolving disputes by enabling 
the contesting parties to participate In reaching a settlement. The Service was Initiated In 1977 
as an experiment to accelerate the resolution of sma I I claims cases. Since that time, the mediators' 
caseload has been expanded to Include landlord-tenant, disclosure, and dcmestlc cases, resulting 
In the resolution of thousands of cases which otherwise would have required the use of more costly 
Judicial resources. 

During 1983, a total of 1230 cases were mediated. This fIgure Includes 350 domestIc cases 
(divorce an'd 'chlld custody) and 880 non-domestic cases, fhe latter of which reflects small claims, 
landord-tenant, and disclosure cases. The.dlsposltlons of mediated cases are as follows: 

DistrIct Court 

DomestIc 
Non-DomestIc 

SUb-Total 

SuperIor Court 

DomestIc 
Non-Domestic 

Sub-Total 

AI I Courts 

DomestIc 
Non-Domest Ic 

TOTAL 

Resolved 
by Med I ator 

143 
534 
677 

30 

31 

173 
535 
708 

Referred 
to Judge 

43 
256 
299 

10 

10 

53 
256 
309 
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Other 

95 
89 

184 

29 

29 

124 
89 

213 

Total 

281 
879 

1160 

69 
I 

70 

350 
880 
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COURT ADM IN ISlRAT I ON 

The administrative structure of the Maine Judicial Department Is similar to that of a corp­
oration. The Supreme Judicial Court serves as the Department's "board of directors" and by statute 
has general administrative and supervisory authority over the Department. This authority Is exercised 
by promulgating rules, Issuing administrative orders, establishing policies and procedures, and 
generally advising the chief Justice. The chief Justice Is designated as head of the Judicial 
Department and Is assisted by the state court administrator. Each of the four operating courts has 
a single administrative head, responsible to the chief Justice, who also heads the Law Court. 
There Is a chief Justice of the Superior Court, a chief judge of the District Court and a chief 
judge of the Administrative Court. The position of Superior Court chief Justice actually be-
came effective on January I, 1984, but this new administrative structure was gradually Implemented 
during the latter half of 1983. Prior to that time, the Superior Court was administered by three 
regional presiding Justices. The chl.efs In the Superior Court and District Court are assisted by 
three court administrators and two court administrators respectively. The chiefs and the admin­
Istrators meet at least every other month to address administrative policy Issues, although each 
court's chief meets with his respective administrators on a more frequent basis. 

FISCAL 0 I RECTOR 
PERSONNEL OFr I CER 
RESEARCH AND P,lANN ING 01 RECTOR 
STATE COURT l I BRARV SUPERV I SOR 

STATE COURT 
ADH I N I STRATOR 

-Including other adjudicatory 
function. of S.J.C. and Its 
Jus t Ices. 

STATE OF HAINE 

JUDICIAL DEPARTHENT HANAGEHENT STRUCTURE 

) 
ADM I N I STRATORS 

OF 
SUPERIOR COURT 
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE CO~TS 

OVERVIEW 

The Administrative Office of the Courts was created In 1975. The office Is directed by the 
state court administrator who Is appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the chief Justice. The 
Administrative Office staff Is app~lnted by the state cou:rt administrator with· the approval 
of the chief Justice, and Includes the following positions: 

Accountant 
Accounting Clerks (2) 
Assistant Accountant 
FI scal Director 
Personnel Officer 
Research and Planning Director 
Secretaries (2) 
State Court Library Supervisor 

Pursuant to 4 M.R.S.A. § 17, the state court administrator's responsibilities are as fol lows: 

1. Con~lnuous survey and study. Carryon a continuous survey and study of the organization, 
operation, condition of business, practl.ce and procedure of the Judicial Department and 
make recommendations to the Chief Justice concerning the number of JUdges and other Jud­
Icial personnal required for the efficient administration of Justice. Assist In long 
and short range planning; 

2. Examine tba shtus of tBocIIr&ts. Examine the status of dockets of all courts so as to de­
termine cases and other Judicial business that have been unduly delayed. From such re­
ports, the administrator shal I Indicate which courts are In need of additional Judicial 

~. . . 
personnel and make recommendations to the Chief Justice and to the Chief Judge of the 
District Court concerning the assignment or reassignment of personnel to courts that 
are In need of such personnel. The administrator shal I also carry out the directives 
of the Chief Justice as to the assignment of personnel In these Instances; 

3. Investigate ca.plalnts. Investigate complaints with resPect to the operation of the 
courts; 

4. Exanlne sh~lstlcal systa.s. Examine the statistical systems of the courts and make 
r~ommendatlons for a uniform system of Judicial statistics. The administrator shal I 
also collect and analyze statistical and other data relating to the business of the 
courts; 
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5. Prescribe lIIIIltorn adalnlstnrthl'8 and business lII'81"hods. e11:. Prescribe uniform adminis­
trative and business methods, systems, forms, docketing and· records to be used In the 
Supreme Judicial Court, In the Superior Court and, with the written approval of the Chief 
Judge of the District Court, In the District C~urt; 

6. hllpl8lllOl'l1" s"hIndards and policies se1" by "the CIIlef Justice. Impl ement standards and po 1-
Icles set by the Chief Justice regarding hours of court, the assignment of term parts 
and Justices; 

7. Ac1" as fiscal officer. Act as fiscal officer of the courts and In so doing: 

a. Maintain fiscal controls and accounts of funds appropriated for the Judicial 
Department; 

b. Prepare al I requisitions for the payment of state moneys appropriated for the maint­
enance and operation of the JUdicial Department; 

c. Prepare budget estimates of state appropriations necessary for the maintenance and 
operation of the Judicial Department and make recommendations with respect .thereto; 

d. Collect statistical and other data and make reports to the Ch lef Justice and to the 
Chief Judge of the District Court relating to the expenditures of public moneys for 
the maintenance and operation of the Judicial Department; 

e. Develop a uniform set of accounting and budgetary accounts for the Supreme JUdicial 
Court, for the Superior Court and, with the written approval of the Chief Judge of 
the District Court, for the District Court and serve as auditor of the JUdicial De­
partment; 

8. Examine arrangamen1"s for use and IIIIIIIln1"enance of CClUT"1" faclll1"les. Examine the arrange­
ments for the use and maintenance of court facilities and supervise the purchase, dIs­
tribution, exchange and transfer of Judicial equipment and supplIes thereof; 

9.~ as secre1"ary. Act as secretary to the JUdicial Conference; 

10. SUbaI1" an annual report. Submit an annual report to the Chief Justice, Legislature and 
Governor of the activities and accomplishments of the office for the preceding calendar 
year; 

11. MDln1"aln liaison. Maintain liaison with executive and legislative branches and other 
public and private agencies whose activities Impact the Judicial Department; 

12. Prepare and pOan clerical offices. Prepare and plan for the organization and operation 
of clerical offices serving the Superior Court and, at the request of the Chief Judge of 
the District Court, the District Court within each county; provide for a central clerk 
of court office at each county seat with satel lite clerk In each court; 

13. lapa8lllOl'l1" presenrlce and Insenrlce edm:atlonal and "training programs. Develop and Impl e­
ment preservlce and Inservlce educational and training pr?Qrans for nonjudicial personnel 
of the Judicial Department; and, 

14. Pertorn du1"les and aHend otber IIIIiIIHers. Perform such other dut I es and attend to such 
other matters consistent with the powers delegated herein assigned to him by the Chief 
Justice and the Supreme Judicial Court. 
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FISCAL 

The expenditure and revenue data are presented for the State fiscal year ended June 30th. 

The Judicial Department operates from the State general funds which are appropriated by the 

legislature. It also administers several grants from public sources. 

As shown by Graph F-5, there has been a steady Increase since FY ' 77 (the first year for 

which comparable data was collected and reported) In both expenditures and revenues for the 

courts at all levels. Total expenditures for the courts have Increased 101.3% from $6,516,431 

in FY ' 77 to $13,703,927 in FY ' 83. Revenues have increased 80.3% from $5,775,643 in FY ' 77 to 

SI0.415.170 in Fy 1 83. 

Expend i tures 

Judicial Department expenditures for FY ' 83 totalled $13.707,628 which is an increase of 

13.1% over the previous year. The following is a summary of expenditures by Department sub­

division: 

COMPARATIVE EXPENDITURE SUMMARY 

FOR FISCAL YEARS ENDED JUNE 30TH 

TABLE F-I 

Subdivision 

JUdicial Council 

Supreme Judicial Court 

Superior Court 

District Court 

Administrative Court 

Administrative Office of the Courts 

*Speclal Projects 

Other Department Activities 

TOTAL 

FY 1982 

$ 6,011 

1,230 ,911. 

4,963,120 

5,281,457 

150,76ci 

294,699 

120,088 

71 ,870 

$12,118,916 

FY 1983 

$ 6.313 

1,380,793 

5,732,133 

5,959,439 

162,531 

327,729 

3,701 

134,989 

$13,707,628 

% Change 

5.0 

12.2 

15.5 

12.8 

7.8 

11.2 

-96.9 

~ 
13. I 

As in prior years, statutory payments to County Law Libraries have been Included within 
Superi~r Court expenditures. 

*Special Projects which were administered with federal monies during the fiscal 
year were as follows: 

- Judicial Training 

- Records Management 

TOTAL 
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EXPENDITURES BY CAT~GORY GRAPH F-4 

PERSONAL SERUICES EXPENDITURES 
7.58 
6.75 
6.98 

I 5.25 N 
4.58 

" 3.75 I 
L 
L 3.98 
I 2.25 
0 
H 1.58 
S 9.75 

9.98 
1'77 1978 '197' 1989 1981 1982 1983 

ALL OTHER EXPENDITURES 
7.58 
6.75 
6.g8 

I 5.25 
H 

4.58 

" 3.75 I 
L 3.g8 L 
I 2.25 
0 
N 1.58 
S 

9.75 
9.g8 

1'77 1978 197' 1989 1981 1'82 1983 

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 
158 

i 
125 

n 
198 

t 
h 

75 0 
u 
5 58 a 
n 
d 25 5 

8 
1977 1978 1'79 1980 19B1 1982 1993 

-20-



REUENUE AND EXPENDITURES 
15.8,..-----------------------

~ 
1215+-----------------~--------

I ~-
N 10. e r' -------~~~~---:::e=====:e===------=:::I..."'---

·M 
7 I 7.5 +--------...-------......-.------------

'L ~ 
L ~~~I~ 
I 5.e+--~------------------------------------o 
N 
S 2.5~-------------------------------------

9.e~----~----~--~----~----~----~---
1977 1978 1979 1989 1981 1982 1983 

[JREUENUE 6.EXPEND IT URES 



Revenue 

Judicial Department gross revenue for FY'83totalled $10,415,170. Table F-6 below Identifies 

a source breakdown of that revenue for FY'80, FY'81. FY'82 and FY'83, and the percent change. Revenue 

and percent change by court location Is shown In Tables F-7 and F-9~ 

All funds collected by the JudIcIal Department, except project grants, go Into the State 

General Fund. A relatIvely small proportIon of these funds consist of fInes for specIfic viol­

ations of lal" which are dedicated to certaIn agencIes. A comp<!ratlve sunvnary of dedIcated fInes 

by fiscal year is also shown below. 

REVENUE 

- Superior Court* 

- District Court** 

- Administrative Court** 

- Miscellaneous 

Less: Dedicated Revenue 

- Dept. of Transportation 
- Dept. of Inland FIsher-

ies and I,lildl i fe 
- Public Utilities Com-

mission/Trans.Safety Fund 
- Municipal ities 
- Dept. of Agriculture 
- Dept. of Conservation 
- Miscellaneous AgencIes 

Total Dedicated Revenue 

Net General Fund Revenue 

Revenue for Special Projects 

- Special Project Grants 

COMPARATIVE REVENUE SUMMARY FOR FISCAL YEARS ENDED JUNE 30TH 

1980 

$ 593,528 

8,552,812 

41,545 

24,468 

$9,212.353 

$ 277,184 

265.369 

80,068 
33,347 
11,050 
5.345 
3,885 

(676,248) 

$8,536,105 

$ 72,138 

1981 

$ 726,558 

8,641,521 

52,130 

29 1270 

$9,449,479 

$ 349,283 

253,349 

102,220 
'28,055 

4,535 
4,260 

335 

(742 1037) 

$8,707.442 

$ 212,000 

% Change 1982 % 

22.4 $ 775.015 

1.0 8,759,009 

25.5 72,903 

19.6 31 1 801 

2.6 $9,638. ]28 

$ 407,627 

274,830 

76,032 
44,127 

20 
4,955 
4,759 

9.7 (812,350) 

2.0 $8,826,378 

$ 124,514 

Note: This informatlon is prepared on a cash basIs and does not take Into consIderatIon any 
accruals. 

*Revenue and percent change by Superior Court locations is shown Table F-7 and Graph F-8. 

Change 

6.7 

1.4 

39.8 

8.6 

2.0 

9.5 

1.4 

**Revenue and percent change by District Court, also includIng the Administrative Court is shown 
in Table F-9, 
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TABlE F-6 

1983 

$ 731,544 

9,599,392 

50.113 

34.121 

$10,415,170 

$ 484,685 

258,016 

80.014 
48.089 

5,800 
4.405 

(881,009) 

$9,534,161 

$ 

% Change 

-5.6 

9.6 

-31. 3 

7.3 

8. I 

8.5 

8.0 



Superior Court 
(County) 

Androscoggin 

ArOOHook 

Cumberl and 

Franklin 

Hancock 

Kennebec 

KnOll 

Lincol n 

Ol<ford 
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COI'IPARAT I V[ R[V[NU[ SUMMARY FOR SUPERIOR COURTS 

'" FISCAL YEARS ENOEO JUNE 30TH 

"'" 1981 , Ch~nge 1982 , Change 
Revenue Revenue 1980-1981 . Revenue 1981-1982 

, 20 ,227 , 25,]60 25," $ 2" , 8"5 -2.0 

"8, 176 "9,770 ).) 50,166 •• 
91,882 100,6~9 2.! 1)0,"'" 29.6 

28,~29 )6,]18 27.8 ~1 ,~10 11, . 2 

2","23 ] 1,03] 27.1 ]0,650 -1.2 

6~ , 598 77 ,251 19.6 58,67" -2". I 

20,8" 1 36,591 75 . 6 )5,315 - 3.3 

21,599 21 , 201 - 1. 8 31 ,78~ ~9.9 

16,222 18 . )8~ 1).3 25,129 )6.7 

78,96) 79,"69 0.6 "6 , 929 -~0.9 

9,595 10 , 350 7. , ~6,9"9 35].6 

1),079 23,660 80.9 1",586 -)8.10 

8)'9)~ 106 , 028 26.3 1"1.705 33 .6 

12.210 13 ,M) 6.' 11 • 15] - 1".5 

1) , 471 22,012 63. 4 2 1./013 -2.7 

39.879 75 , "39 89.2 6),773 - 15.5 

$59).528 $726:558 22"." $775, 015 6.7 

1'83 RiV[HU[ 

AHD AIO CUH FAA HA H i!:H ](HO LI M OXr' P!:H PIS SAG SOH IlAL WAS YOII 

I SUPERIOR qs 
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TABLE F-7 

198) , Change 
Revenue 1982 - 198) 

, 58,0"8 ' 1]) . 6 

51,86] )., 

135,205 ).7 

)2 ,000 -22 .8 

25,1,.8 18.0 

76,655 )0.6 

3",880 -I . ~ 

22 , "3] -29.~ 

23,68) - 5.8 

71 , 179 51.7 

7,183 - 8/0.7 

19 .71 2 )5 . I 

7~,2~" -~7 .6 

12,875 15./0 

23,"53 ,.S 

62.98) -1 .2 

$]31 15"" -5.6 
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COMPARATIVE REVENUE SUMMARY FOR DISTRICT AND ADMINISTRATIVE COURTS TABLE F-9 
FOR FISCAL YEARS ENDE~ JUNE 30TII 

1980 1981 t Change 198~ %Change 1983 % Change 
District Court Location: Revenue Revenue 1280 - 1281 Revenue 1281 - 1282 Revenue 1982 -:1983 

Augusta S 562,220 $ 634,190 12.8 $ 660,189 4. I $ 637,172 -3.5 
Bangor 621,798 636,152 2.3 591,413 -7.0 696,147 17.7 
Bar. Harbor 43,761 . 51.342 17.3 45.424 -II. 5 56.718 24.9 
Bath 288,448 260.708 -9.6 231,556 -11.2 252,001 8.8 
Belfast 147.503 140,321 -4.9 171,125 22.0 153.893 -10. I 
Biddeford 611,326 668,157 9.3 584,889 -12.5 576.567 -1.4 
Bridgton 114.612 114.698 .1 109.260 -4.7 130,692 19.6 
Brunswick 388,363 372,602 -4.0 381,213 2.3 417.954 9.6 
Ca I a i s 119,895 105,759 -11.8. 90,134 -14.8 134.619 49.4 
Caribou 156,592 119,180 -23.9 84,759 -28.9 156,257 84.4 

Dover-Foxcroft 131,629 119,510 -9.2 126,817 6.1 147.651 16.4 

Ell sworth 170,389 177,384 4.1 193,658 9.2 307,758 58.9 
Farmington 163,970 231,527 37.0 236,886 2.3 283,931 22.0 

Fort Kent 69,278 74,521 7.6 70,900 -4.9 63,569 -10.3 

Hou I ton 180,335 215,359 19.4 223,266 3.7 196,224 -12. I 

Ki nery 452.013 480.407 6.3 451 ,200 -6. I 524,234 16.2 

Lewiston 507,921 469,993 -7.5 558,974 18.9 596,222 6.7 
Lincoln 166.344 155,071 -6.8 132,663 -14.5 154,423 16.4 
Livermore Fa lIs 47.340 50,043 5.7 55,428 10.8 64,414 16.2 
Machias 86,523 80,350 -7. I 79,892 -.6 116,605 46.0 
Madawaska 54,657 47,101. -13.8 54,837 16.4 52,583 -4.1 
Mil I i noc ke t 118,355 113,824 -3.8 108,829 -4.4 89,036 -18.2 
.·~ewDO r t 204,938 194,609 -5.0 160,866 -17.3 170,738 6.1 
Portland 1,361,442 1,375,504 1.0 1,598,275 16.2 1,627,984 1.9 
Presque Is Ie 213,120 180,261 -13.7 189,372 .6 204,829 8.2 

Rockland 220,·919 197,465 -10.6 227,957 15.4 215,682 -5.4 

Rumford 125,347 135,506 8.1 158,428 16.9 155,993 -1.5 

Skowhegan 480,707 423,397 -1 i. 9 397,200 -6.2 453,657 14.2 

South Paris 87,784 92,687 5.6 86,578 -6.6 84,156 -2.8 

Springvale 212,803 226,529 6.5 216,810 -4.3 277 ,422 28.0 

Van Buren 20,441 16,'265 -20.4 21,219 30.5 13,941 -34.3 

IJatervi lie 237,396 260,507 9.7 259,381 -.4 353,435 36.3 

'.Ii seas set 174!563 212 1 504 21.7 199 1 532 -6. I 227,885 14.2 

TOTAL S8,552,812 S8,641,521 1.0 $8,759,010 1.4 $9,599,392 9.6 

Administrative Court: ._--_. 
Port 1 anc 41,545 52,130 25.5 Z2,QOl 39.9 50 1 II ~ -31. 3 

GRAND TOTAL $8 1 594 1 357 $8 1693 1651 1.2 $8!331 1913 1.6 $9 1649 1 505 9.3 
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District Court Building Fund 

Pursu8nt to 4.M.R.S.A. SI63 (3), $3,000 per month Is tr8nsferred fram the Distri ct Court 
8pproprl8tlon to the District Court Building Fund . This fund Is ttto be used so lely for the 
buIlding, remodeling 8nd furnishing of qU8ders for the District COurt •••• tt. Monies In thi s 
fund 8re c8rrled forw8rd fram ye8r to ye8r. 

The bal8nce forw8ided fram flsc81 ye8r 1982 W8S· $22 ;085. The 8ddltlon of $36,000 for fl sc81 
ye8r 1983 brought the tohl 8V8118ble funds to $58,085 . :Ot this MlOunt $J7,064 W8S spent during 
the ye 8r for comp leti o n of the C8181s, Biddeford, Poi-tl8nd, Bangor " renov8tlons, 8nd t .... nlshlngs 
for Biddeford, Portl8nd. Lewiston, RocklMd, South Paris,: Wlsc8sse~, Aug USt8, SkowhegM, W8tervll Ie, 
M8chl8s, C8rtbou, Fort Kent, Houlton, 8nd North 8nd South El ectronJ c Recording, relIVi ng 8 ye8r-
end b818nce of $21,021. 

One-Write Accounting Sys tem 

During 1981, 8n ad hoc committee compri sed of two reglon81 court edmlnlstr8tors 8nd the 
flsc81 director W8S formed to devel op a s implified, uniform system of pr ocessl"ng cash rwenue 
receipts, c a s h ball receipts, 8nd disbursements. The committee recommended the est8b llshment 
of a one-write or pegba&rd "8ccountlng system which was Initi ated In the Cumberl8nd Superior 
Court, York Su perior Court, and Bath District Court on 8 pilot basis. By the end of 1962, 
thi s system W8S successfully Implemented In Region I o f the Superior Court 8nd the Southern 
Region of the District Court. During 1983, the one-write system was Implemented througho ut 
the s tate. 

COURT FACILITI ES 

During the sum~r o f 1982, th~ Admlnlstr8tlve Offi c e of the Court s rwlewed court f8cl l Ity needs 
s t 8tewlde , 8S Identified by various stud"l es In the 18te 19701s . The d8t8 were Upd8ted 8nd the t op 
priority needs were Identified and s ubmitted for conslder8tlon by the Bure8u of Public Improvements, 
as h8d been urged by the Senate ch81nn8n of the II Oth leglslature1s Approprl8tlons Canmlttee. These 
needs were II sted as: 

Judlcl81 Department Priority 

2 

, 

4 

, 

Project oescrlpt Ion 

Portland District Court Relocation 

Skowhegan District Court Reloc8tlon 

New B8th-~runswlck District Court or new 
Brunswick-only District Court 

New llncoln~Mllllnocket District Court or 
new Linco ln Distri ct Court 

New Ke nnebec Superio r Court 

The prOJress o f the" Jud Ic I al Department In obt81n Ing Impra.<ed court f8cl I It les 8t these loca­
tions In 1983 Is detelled below. 

Portl8nd District Court 

The Ninth Di s tri ct Court loc8ted In Portland but serving 12 communities In the Southern Cum­
"berl8nd 8rea Is the busiest by far of the 33 District Courts In Maine. Its c8se la&d of about 
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40,000 Is more than double the size of the next largest District Court In the system. Yet, It Is 
attempting to hold court and process Its cases with only one courtroan of any size and a second 
courtroan scarcely larger than a hearing roan. Overall, It leases about 6,000 sq. ft. of space In 
the basement of the Cumber I and County courthouse, I ess than 30% of the amount of space and two court­
rooms shy of what national standards Indicate Is required for a court with this volume of cases. 

The Bureau of Public Improvements (BPI) proposed that a study of the space needs of the Ninth 
District Court (Southern Cumberland) In Portland be conducted In conjunction with a study It advo­
cated to plan a consolidation of al I Executive Department agencies In a state office building In 
Portland. This would have been an alternative to the leasing of separate facilities throughout the 
city of Portland. The overal I study, estimated by the BPI to cost $500,000, ultimately was not funded. 

During the spring of 1983, a new plan surfaced to accomodate the state courts' needs for addi­
tional space In proximity to the present courthouse. Private developers acquired the development 
rights to the so-cal led Woodman Building, an historic structure located adjacent to the courthouse 
and containing about 50,000 square feet of space on four floors and a basement. The building has 
been used for some years by a wei I-known antique dealer for sales and storage of furniture. 

Considerable time and effort by both the developers and representatives of the Judicial Depart­
ment were spent In evaluating the building as a possible solution to the court space problems, cul-

'mlnatlng In a presentation to the Chief Justice and Governor. Ultlmately,'lt was decided that the 
cost of having the building renovated by the private developers for purchase by the state was too 
expensive. The lack of parking was an additional factor that led to a decision not to pursue the 
Idea further. 

As the year closed, the Portland court space problems remained the JudicIal Department's top 
priorIty facilIty need. 

SkOWhegan DistrIct Court 

The Skowhegan District Court operated for years In the basement of the Somerset County court­
house. The facilIty was IneffIcient, lacked adequate public waiting roan, conference roans, and 
generally looked like the renovated boiler roan It once was. More fundamentally, It was Inaccessible 
to the hand'icapped and could not be made accessible easily. 

The Town of Skowhegan offered to give to the state for the Somerset Division of Twelvth District 
Court a nearby site on which sit two former elementary school buildings. An architect evaluated the 
possibility of remodeling one of the schooi buildings for the court and concluded It could be done 
for $350,000. This figure was Included In the Governor's 1983-85 Capital Improvement Program as 
Item #136 (Division B. Essential Projects) and later, was part of a $21 mil lion state and municipal 
faclltles bond Issue proposal approved by the fIlth Maine Legislature for statewide referendum vote 
on Tuesday, November 8, 1983. Unfortunately, the bond Issue was defeated. 

As the year drew to a close, negotIations were underway to locate the Maine District Court at 
Skowhegan In leased space In a downtown building. 

Brunswick District Court 

Vying for the dubious distinction as one of Maine's worst court facilities In 1983 was the 
Brunswick District Court. It has operated In the municipal building since the establishment of the 
District Court system over 20 years ago with a tiny clerk's office (a dutch door serves as Its only 
public counter) and a smal I courtroan that serves also as a meeting roan for the Town Council and 
other municipal boards. It occupied about 1,100 square feet as contrasted with national standards 
that cal I for over 5,000 square feet of space for a court with over 9,000 case filings annually. 
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ConstructIon of a dIstrIct court facIlIty for BrunswIck Is the most acceptable solutIon as no 
buIldings of thIs sIze suItable for renovatIon have been IdentIfIed as avaIlable or potentIally 
available In the communIty. Since the Bath DistrIct court Is only about 10 mIles away, however, and Is 
located In leased space with lImIted room' for expansIon and lacking some desIrable facilItIes such as 
conference rooms, the concept of accomodatlng both courts In a sIngle facilIty was IdentIfied as 
potentIally the most cost-effective and effIcIent 'In provIdIng Judicial service to the public and 
bar In the Brunswick-Bath area. 

The BPI determined that such a facIlIty could be constructed for $750,000. Such a fIgure was 
Included In the Governor's 1983-85 CapItal Improvement ProgrMl as Item #138. Later, In August, the 
I 11th LegIslature Included the Item as part of a $21 mIl lIon state and munIcIpal facIlItIes bond 
Issue proposal for submIssion to the voters statewIde on November 8, 1983. 

Unfortunately, as noted above wIth respect to the Skowhegan DIstrict Court, the bond referendum 
failed to be approved by voters statewIde, although It was approved by voters In the area served by 
these courts. 

As the year ended, negotIations were underway to move the Brusnwlck District Court out of 
the municipal building where renovations reduced the publIc lobby space even further, to a temporary 
locatIon on Stanwood Street. Although the Stanwood Street buildIng wll I provide only about half of 
the space necessary to adequately serve the publIc accordIng to national standards, It wll I more 
than doubl~ the space available to the court In the munIcIpal buildIng; thus, the facilIty Is accept­
able as an Interim solutIon. 

Plans also were underway at year's end for a permanent new court facIlIty to Include the DIstrict 
Courts of Eastern Cumberland (BrunswIck) and Sagadahoc (Bath) and the Sagadahoc SuperIor Court. 

ProvIdIng HandIcapped Access 

The varIous court facIlItIes studIes conducted In the late 1970's IdentIfIed many court 
facIlItIes as contaInIng archItectural barrIers to persons confIned to wheelchaIrs or wIth lImIted 
mobilIty. These barrIers typIcally Involve long flIghts of staIrs that deny handIcapped persons 
entry to the courthouse or restrIct movement between floors wIthIn a courthouse. SInce the JudicIal 
Department does not own the courthouses In whIch the state SuperIor Courts are located and does not 
even have tItle to the space It occupIes wIthIn these buIldIngs, It had not undertaken any project 
to correct these defIcIencIes, belIevIng It to be a responsIbIlIty prImarIly of the county governments. 

Nonetheless, the MaIne AssociatIon o~Handlcapped Persons fIled suit In Federal District Court 
late In 1982 agaInst the State of MaIne seekIng access to al I state courts by handIcapped or mobIl Ity­
ImpaIred persons. Conferences commenced In 1983 between varIous state officials and representatives 
of the plaIntIffs. State offIcIals surveyed al I court facilities and Identified specifically the 
alteratIons that would be requIred In county courthouses to make them accessIble. A plan was prepared 
by the Bureau of PublIc Improvements In consultatIon wIth the MaIne AssocIatIon of County CommIssIoners 
and the JudIcIal Department for a shared fundIng by the state and county governments of projects at 
each courthouse that would provIde access to the courts and other publIc offIces on the premIses. The 
estImated costs of al I the projects statewIde total $1,035,950 wIth the state share beIng $720,000. 

A bond Issue was proposed as the means of fundIng the state share and the IIlth LegIslature 
approved such a proposed Issue, subject to statewIde referendum on Tuesday, November 8, 1983. Un­
lIke other court related bond Issues, the court accessibilIty bond Issue was placed on the referen­
dum ballot by Itself and was approved by the voters. As'I983 came to a close, plans were underway 
to Implement the program. 

Maine DIstrIct Courts that are not accessIble to the handIcapped wll I be made accessible by re­
quIrIng alteratIons tO,be made at the time leases are renewed. Thirty-two of the 33 DIstrict Court 
locatIons Involved lease facIlItIes. Those that cannot be made accessIble wll I be vacated. 
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PERSONNEL 

The theme for the personnel activity In 1983 of the Department was "gearing up for collective 
bargaining". The first session of the IJlth Legislature passed a law formulating an Advisory 
Committee to study and recommend a labor relations policy for the courts. (See "Committees of the 
Judicial Departmentll section on page 33 for additional Information). The Supreme Judicial Court 
appointed the Advisory Committee and through a series of Intensive and extensive meetings with 
court employees, management representation, and labor officials, the Committee fulfil led Its mandat­
ed task and reported their recommendations to the Supreme Judicial Court, which In turn reported to 
the Legislature before Its 1984 session. A comprehensive labor relations policy for court employees 
Is expected to result In 1984 based upon the efforts of the Advisory Committee and the approval of 
both the Supreme JUdicial Court and the Legislature. 

Sweeping changes In the group life Insurance program law required a large concentration of time 
and effort by the accounting and personnel staff. Insurance benefits and premium rates were altered 
to the degree not seen previously In the multi-year history of the retirement system group life plan. 

The personnel officer undertook four job re-classlflcatlon studies during the year. The per­
sonnel officer was able to personally make on-site visitations to al I the courts In southern Dis­
trict Court region and most of the Superior and District Courts In Bangor. northward. The first 
session of the Illth Legislature funded three new positions for the courts, two for the Superior 
Court and one for the District Court. 

JUDICIAL RESOURCES 

Judicial Scheduling 

In the District Court, resident judges serve In the district to which they are appointed by 
the governor, although occasionally they may assist In other districts In emergency Instances. 
There are six at-large judges who are scheduled by the deputy chief judge on a monthly basis. Five 
District Court locations require the services of an at-large judge every month, leaving one judge 
available to cover special assignments and vacancies due to Illness, vacations, and educational 
conferences, and to assist courts experiencing particular backlog problems. 

Superior Court Justices are assigned throughout the state on a yearly basis by the chief 
Justice of the Superior Court, although Justices serve primarily. In a few courts for most of the 
year. On a monthly or bl-monthly basis, the court administrators, In coordination with Justices, 
clerks, and attorneys, prepare schedules detailing the dally work of Justices and court 
reporters, for approval by the chief Justice. During 1983, various experiments were undertaken In­
volving trailing lists, extended lists, and docket cal Is In an effort to Improve case management 
and expedite case disposition. 

Use of Active Retired Justices and Judges 

Upon retirement, any Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court or Superior Court, or any judge of the 
. District Court, may be appointed by the governor to active retired status. These members of the 

Judiciary render Invaluable service by their availability to serve throughout the state assisting 
overburdened courts. During 1983, the three active retired Supreme Judicial Court Justices 
and six active retired District Court judges served a total of 796 days In the state courts. 

Judicial Resources Report 

In December 1983, the Judicial Policy Committee Issued a report evaluating the adequacy of current 
Judicial staffing levels In the Maine trial courts. The Committee concluded that both the Superior 
Court and District Court were severely understaffed, and .recommended that each court be supplemented 
by three new Judgeships and that this request be submitted to the Illth Legislature convening In 1984. 
(See IICommlttees of the Judicial Departmentll section on page 34 for additional Information.) 
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JUDICIAL EDUCATION 

The Sixth Maine Judicial Conference was held on September 12th and 13th at Sebasco 
Estates, Maine. As provided In the State Statutes, (4 M.R.S.A., Section 471) the conference 
was attended by Maine Justices and judges who are required to " ••••• advlse and consult with 
the Supreme Judicial Court and chief Justice on matters a:ffectlng the administration of the 
Jud Ic I al Department •••• 11. 

The featured event of the conference was a video tape presentation and two-way com­
mentary on hearsay evidence conducted by Perham Williams, Dean of the University of Missis­
sippi Law Center. The dinner banquet speaker was the Hon. Stephen G. Breyer, U.S. Court of 
Appeals, First Circuit. On the second day of the conference, each court held separate 
meetings with their col leagues to discuss various administrative concerns. In the afternoon 
of the same day, at the luncheon banquet, the Justices, Judges, and other participants 
were addresseil by His Excellency, Joseph E. Brennan, Governor of Maine. 

Both basic and graduate level continuing education needs for Individual members of the 
JUdiciary were addressed In 1983. Four newly appointed judges attended general orientation 
courses. Four senior judges attended graduate programs dealing with search and seizure, criminal 
evidence, and Juvenile and family law. Other members of the Judiciary attended, participated or 
presented at professional association meetings and conferences at various times throughout the 
year. Topics dealt with at the seminars or conferences Included subjects of a comtemporary nature 
such as alcohol/drug abuse, alternative sentencing methods, and the most recent law cases on 
lIasbestos lit Igat 10nll • 

NON-JUDICIAL EDUCATION 

Seven clerks of court and first-time supervisors attended a program on basic super­
vision In the fal I of 1983 held In Portland. Two official court reporters participated at 
the National Shorthand Reporters Association Conference In August, 'IItl.lch provided a potential 
opportunity for recruiting court reporters for the Maine court system. 

The annual Clerk of Courts Conference was held In September In conjunction with the 
annual Judicial Conference. Clerks of all Maine courts, secretaries, and official court 
reporters were exposed to the basics of labor relations, both by a formal presentation and 
the opportunity to meet with the Advisory Committee on Collective Bargaining for Judicial 
Employees. Other topics covered at the Clerks' Conf~renc.e ranged from court mediation 
services, general administrative procedures, expanded small claims court time, to such 
IInuts and boltsll subjects as the use of new docket sheets. 

Adm I n I stratlve members of the Department attended afwo-day or! entation session on 
computers In the courts, sponsored by the National Center. for State Courts. The state law 
II brar I an part Ic I pated I n a LI brary of Congress program on management commun Icat Ion In 
June. In the early and late fall, three bailiffs were trained at a court security seminar 
sponsored by the U.S. Marshall's Service. 

COURT AUTOMATION 

The close of 1983 brought with It considerable optimism for computerizing Maine's trial courts 
during the next several years. During the summer of 1983, the State of Maine became eligible for 
federal Highway Traffic Safety Administration funds to expedite the processing of drunk-driving (OUI) 
cases. The Administrative Office submitted an application to the Maine Bureau of Safety, In the hope 
that funds could be made available to begin computerizing OUI case processing and linkages between 
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the courts and the Secretary of State Motor VehIcle DIvIsIon. At year end, the JudIcIal Department 
also had appl led for lImIted funds from the MaIne CrImInal JustIce PlannIng and AssIstance Agency 
for thIs purpose. 

The BIddeford DIstrIct Court's IBM DIsplay-WrIter word processIng system was evaluated, 
resultIng In major changes to theIr file confIguratIon and the addItIon of two prInters. A pilot 
project was developed and Implemented In the Bangor DIstrIct Court whIch enabled the court to 
access InformatIon from both Motor VehIcle DIvIsIon and the State PolIce's State Bureau of 
IdentIfIcatIon fIles vIa computer terminal. 

JURY MANAGEMENT 

In 1982,'the SuperIor Court began usIng the State Motor VehIcle DivIsIon computer lIst as a 
source for jurors. ThIs list consIsts of licensed drIvers, IdentIfIcatIon card holders, and persons 
requestIng to be Included on the source list In order, to be consIdered for jury servIce. DurIng 
1983, thIs system contInued to be a tIme saver In clerks' offIces when the computer was programmed 
to prInt juror names dIrectly onto qualIfIcatIon questIonnaIres, elImInatIng the need for clerks to 
manually affIx labels to those forms. Also durIng 1983, the Supreme JudIcIal Court promulgated a 
Jury System Management Plan In complIance wIth 14 M.R.S.A. SI251-A, whIch provIdes wrItten document­
atIon of jury selectIon and management In the MaIne SuperIor Court. 

There are two systems used by the SuperIor Court for. the qualIfIcatIon and summonIng of pro­
spectIve jurors. Three courts are usIng a "one-step qualIficatIon/summonIng" process whereby jurors 
are sent qualIfIcatIon questIonnaIres and summonses at the same tIme, approxImately one month prior 
to the jury sessIon. Juror yIeld (I.e., the percentage of persons actually servIng as jurors) was 
about 50%, whIch means that one-half of al I persons contacted for prospectIve jury servIce actually 
served as jurors. Persons who were dIsqualIfIed, excused, postponed or exempted accounted for 
about 45%, whIle maIlIngs not receIvIng a response or returned by the post offIce as undelIverable 
were responsIble for the remaInIng 5%. 

"Two-step qualifIcatIon/summonIng" occurs In the remaInIng 13 courts. ThIs process entails 
a sIngle maIlIng of qualIfIcatIon questIonnaIres to al I persons selected for the master lIst 
durIng a gIven perIod (usually one year). PerIodIcally throughout the year, summonses are then 
sent to persons who were prevIously determIned to be qualIfIed. Juror yIeld In the 13 courts 
averaged 40%, rangIng from under 40% In WashIngton and York to over 50% In LIncoln and PIscataquIs. 

More detaIled juror summonIng and qualIfIcatIon data are Included In the versIon of thIs 
Annual Report contaInIng the statIstIcal supplement, whIch Is avaIlable upon request from the AdmIn­
IstratIve OffIce of the Courts. 

RECORDS MANAGEMENT 

DurIng 1983, the state court admInIstrator appoInted a Task Force on Records Management and 
Court ExhIbIts to draft court polIcIes and procedures for Supreme JudIcIal Court revIew. The Task 
Interns, summarIzed state laws and court rules relatIng to court records and prepared a prelImInary 
draft of a proposed records retentIon and dIsposItIon schedule. Drafts of such schedules were 
prepared for admInIstratIve, fIscal and personnel records. 

"OOURT CR I ER" NEWSLETTER 

In keepIng wIth other state court systems throughout the country, the MaIne JudIcIal Department 
began publIcatIon of an InformatIonal newsletter to apprIse court employees and other Interested 
persons of happenIngs In the court system. The fIrst Issue dIssemInated In October 1983 was fol low­
ed by a December Issue, but It Is expected that a monthly publIcatIon schedule wll I be InstItuted 
durIng 1984. 
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LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY 

During 1983, the Administrative Office of the Courts has,contlnued the practice of preparing 
a weekly status list of al I legislation of concern to the Judicial Department. This list Is dis­
seminated to the Supreme Judicial Court, the Judicial Department Legislation Committee, the Judicial 
Council Legislative Committee and al I administrative staff. Throughout each legislative session, 
the Administrative Office of the Courts reviews al I proposed legislation which may Impact the Judicial 
Department and prepares fiscal and programmatic Impact statements. Such documentation can require 
weeks of staff time to compile and analyze pertinent Information, and to consult with the Judicial 
Department Legislation Committee and appropriate persons. It Is estimated that the equivalent of 
one ful I-time position Is devoted to responding to these and other legislative requests from 
January through May of each year. 

1983 LEGISLATIVE AND RULE ,HIGHLIGHTS 

Court Jurisdiction 

The District Court now has original Jurisdiction, concurrent with the Superior Court, to grant 
restitution as well as equitable relief In cases of unfair trade practices. (4 MRSA SI52). 

The District Court's civil Jurisdiction Increased fr,an $20,000 to $30,000. (4 MRSA Si52). 

The Administrative Court now has exclusive Jurisdiction to hear appeals fran disciplinary decisions 
of the Real Estate Commission. Such Jurisdiction was previously In the Superior Court. 

'(4 MRSA SI151 (2-A». 

Court Employees 

Court employees may engage In collective bargaining, and an Advisory Committee was established 
to study and recommend a·court labor relations policy. (4 MRSA S31-32). 

Judiciary 

Administrative Court Judges may be assigned to sit In the Superior Court, upon order by the 
chief Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court. (4 MRSA SI57-C). 

A new position of chief Justice of the Superior Court has been created, replacing the three 
regional presiding Justice positions. (4 ~RSA tIOI-A). 

Jurors 

Smoking Is prohibited In Jury roans unless al I members present have given their consent 
for others to smoke. (22 MRSA tI579). 

Filing Fees 

The Supreme Judicial Court amended the Rules of Civil Procedure, District Court Civil 
Rules and Rules of Probate Procedure to Increase court fees. Primarily, the filing fee In District 
Court Increased fran $5.00 to $10.00, the filing fee In Superior Court Increased fran $10.00 to 
$25.00, and a new filing fee of $50.00 was Instituted for appeals to the Law Court. 

Small Claims 

A small claims night court was established by providing that "each District Court shall be 

ava II ab I e for at I east one hour, one even I ng each month, or one hour on one S(lturday each month, for 
the hearing of small claims". (4 MRSA §l8!). 
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COMMITTEES OF THE JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 

There are numerous functional committees within the Judicial Department. The purpose of'these 
committees, which Include judges, lawyers, and private citizens, Is to assist the Supreme Judicial 
Court, as wei I as the chief Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court, the Superior Court chief Justice, 
and the District Court chief judge In carrying out their respective responsibilities. The list 
below represents al I committees organized by appolntfng' authority, with narrative descriptions 
of selected committees appearing on the following pages. 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT 

COMMITTEE: 

Board of Overseers of the Bar 
Civil Rules Committee 
Committee on Collective Bargaining for 

Judicial Department Employees 
Committee on Professional Responsibility 
Court Administration Committee 
Criminal Rules Committee 
Evidence Rules Committee 
Judicial Records Committee 
Committee on Judicial Responsibility and Disability 
Probate Rules Committee 

COMMITTEE: 

Committee on Continuing Judicial Education 
Committee on Court-Appointed Counsel 
Committee on the 1983 JUdicial Conference 
Committee on the 1984 Judicial Conference 
Judicial Policy Committee 
Judicial Department Legislation Committee 
state Court Library Committee 

CHIEF JUSTICE 

CHAIR: 

Robert F. Pretl, Esq. 
George Z. Singal, Esq. 

Dean James W. Carignan 
Duane D. Fitzgerald, Esq. 
Charles H. Abbott, Esq. 
Gary F. Thorne, Esq. 
Frank E. Hancock, Esq. 
Justice Herbert T. Silsby, I I 
Patricia M. Collins 
Probate Judge Dana W. Childs 

CHAIR: 

Assoc. Justice David A. Nichols 
Assoc. Justice Daniel E. Wathen 
Assoc. Justice Daniel E. Wathen 
Judge Courtland D. Perry 
Assoc. Justice David G. Roberts 
Assoc. Justice Elmer H. Violette 
Act. Ret. Justice Thomas E. Delahanty 

SUPERIOR COURT CHIEF JUSTICE 

COMMITTEE: 

Superior Court Civil Forms Committee 
Superior Court Criminal Forms Committee 

CHAIR: 

Justice William E. McCarthy 
Justice Stephen L. Perkins 

DISTRICT COURT CHIEF JUDGE 

COMMITTEE: 

District Court Policy and Advisory Committee 
District Court Civil Forms Committee 
District Court Criminal Forms Committee 
District Court Statistics Committee 
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CHAIR: 

Judge Harriet P. Henry 
Judge L. Damon Scales, Jr. 
Judge Alan C. Pease 
Judge Alan C. Pease 



COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 

BOARD OF OVERSEERS OF THE BAR 
Robert F. Pretl, Esq., chair 
John W. Ballou, Esq. 
Clarence R. DeRochemont 
MadeleIne R. Freeman 
Frankl In G. HInckley, Esq. 
Lou I se P. James 
Francis C. Marsano, Esq. 
Joan Phillips Sandy, f;sq. 
Chadbourn H. Smith, Esq. 

CIVIL RULES COMMITTEE 
George Z. Singal, Esq., chair 
Ellyn C. Ballou, Esq. 
Forrest W. Barnes, Esq. 
KevIn M. Cuddy, Esq. 
DanIel R. Donovan, Jr., Esq. 
PhilIp R. Foster, Esq. 
Charles A. Harvey, Jr., Esq. 
Theodore H. Kurtz, Esq. 
John R. Llnnel I, Esq. 
Harrison L. Richardson, Esq. 
Randall E. Smith, Esq. 
Martin L. Wllk, Esq. 
Deputy Attorney General Rufus Brown, 

member ex officio, by designation 
of the Attorney General 

Consul tants: 
Dean L. Klnvln Wroth 
Prof. Melvyn Zarr 

COLL~CTIVE BARGAINING COMMITTEE 
Dean James W. Carignan, chair 
Donald F. Fontaine, Esq. 
George, A. Hunter 
Charles J. O'Leary 
Gerald E. Rudman, Esq. 

COMMITTEE ON PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 
Duane D. Fitzgerald, Esq., chair 
Bryan M. Dench, Esq. 
Prof. John C. Donovan 
Edwin A. Heisler, Esq. 
Harold L. Llchten, Esq. 
Chester F. Lunner 
Janet T. Mil Is, Esq. 
Gordon H. S. Scott, Esq. 
JudIth T. Stone 
Arnold L. Veague, Esq. 
Assistant Attorney General John B. Larouche, 

member ex offIcIo, by designation 
of the Attorney General 

Consultant: 
Dean L. Klnvln Wroth 
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COLRT Aa>11 N I STRATI ON COMMI TTEE 
Charles H. Abbott, Esq., chair 
John R. Atwood, Esq. 
N I cho I as P. Brountas, Esq. 
J. Michael Conley I II, Esq. 
Roger S. Elliott, Esq. 
Lester T. Jolovltz, Esq. 
John L. Knight, Esq. 
Ralph I. Lancaster, Jr., Esq. 
David M. LIpman, Esq. 
Rudolph T. PelletIer, Esq. 
Bernard C. Staples, Esq. 
Paul F. Zendzlan, Esq. 
Assistant Attorney General H. Cabanne Howard, 

member ex officio, by designation 
of the Attorney General 

CRIMINAL RULES COMMITTEE 
Gary F. Thorne, Esq., chair 
Paul W. Chaiken, Esq. 
Coleman G. Coyne, Jr., Esq. 
Thomas L. Goodwin, Esq. 
E. Allen Hunter, Esq. 
Robert J. Levine, Esq. 
Daniel G. LIlley, Esq. 
Malcolm L. Lyons, Esq. 
Assistant Attorney General Charles K. Leadbetter, 

member ex officio, by designation 
of the Attorney General 

Consul tants: 
Prof. Judy Potter 
Prof. Melvyn Zarr 
Prof. David P. Cluchey 

EVI DENCE RULES COMMI TTEE 
Frank E. Hancock, Esq., chair 
Thomas M. Brown, Esq. 
Richard C. Engels, Esq. 
George S. Isaacson, Esq. 
John N. Kelly, Esq. 
Richard E. McKittrick, Esq. 
Roge.r A. Welch, Esq. 
Assistant Attorney General Robert S. Frank, 

member ex officio, by designatIon 
of the Attorney General 

Consultant: 
Peter L. Murray, Esq. 

JUDICIAL RECORDS COMMITTEE 
Justice Herbert T. Silsby I I, chair 
Philips F. W. Ahrens III, Esq. 
John E. Frost 
Lyman L. Holmes, Esq. 
Dean F. Jewett, Esq. 
Johathan R. Luce, Esq. 
Dean L. Klnvln Wroth 



JUDICIAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISABILITY COMMITTEE 
PatrIcia M. Collins, chair 
Charles W. AI len, Esq. 
Justice Morton A. Brody 
Joseph'B~ Campbel I, Esq. 
G. Wayne Glick 
G. Cecil Goddard 
Judge L. Damon Scales 

PROBATE RULES COMMITTEE 
Probate Judge Dana W. Childs, chair 
Jill L. Ansheles, Esq. 
Probate Judge Howard F. Barrett, Jr. 
Caspar F. Cowan, Esq. 
WI I lard H. LI nscott, Esq. 
Jotham D. Pierce, Esq. 
Probate Register Cecilia B. Rhoda 
Probate Judge AI Ian Woodcock, Jr. 
James H. Young III, Esq. 
Consul tants: 
Dean L. Klnvln Wroth 
Prof. Merle W. Loper 
Probate Judge James E. Mitchel I 

CONTINUING JUDICIAL EDUCATION 
Assoc. Justice David A. Nichols, chair 
Judge G. Arthur Brennan 
Judge Clifford F. O'Rourke 

COMMITTEE ON COURT-APPOINTED COUNSEL 
Assoc. Justice Daniel E. Wathen, chair 
Justice William E. McKinley 
Justice Morton A. Brody 
Chief Judge Bernard M. Devine 
Deputy ChIef Judge Alan C. Pease 
State Court Administrator Dana R. Baggett 

COMMITTEE ON 1983 JUDICIAL CONFERENCE 
Assoc. Justice Daniel E. Wathen, chair 
SuperIor Court Chief Justice Robert W. Clifford 
Judge Courtland D. Perry 
Judge Ronal d D. Russell 
State Court Administrator Dana R. Baggett 

COMMITTEE ON 1984 JUDICIAL CONFERENCE 
Judge Courtland D. Perry, chair 
Assoc. Justice Caroline D. Glassman 
Justice Donald G. Alexander 
Judge Ronald D. Russel I 
Mrs. Clifford F. O'Rourke 
State Court Administrator Dana R. Baggett 
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JUDICIAL POLICY COMMITTEE 
Assoc. Justice David G. Roberts, chair 
Superior Court Chief Justice Robert W. Clifford 
Justice William E. McKinley 
District Court Chief Judge Bernard M. Devine 
District Court Dep. Chief Judge Alan C. Pease 

JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT LEGISLATION COMMMITTEE 
Assoc. Justice Elmer H. Violette, chair 
Superior Court Chief Justice Robert W. Clifford 
Justice Robert L. Browne 
Justice CarlO. Bradford 
District Court Chief Judge BernardM. Devine 
Judge Eugene W. Beau I leu 
Judge Harriet P. Henry (1983) 
Judge Clifford F. O'Rourke (1984) 

STATE COURT LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
Act. Ret. JustIce Thomas E. Delahanty, chair 
Justice Morton A. Brody 
Merton G. Henry, Esq. 
Norman Minsky, Esq. 
Douglas M. Myers, Esq. 
Patricia E. Renn 

SUPER lOR COLRT C I V I L FORMS OOMM I TTEE 
Justice WIlliam E. McCarthy, chaIr 
Dana T. Hagerthy 
Jeffrey D. Henthorn 
Jeffrey L. Krattenmaker 
Lucille J. Lepltre 
Joyce M. Page 

SUPER lOR COLRT CR I M I NAL FORMS ca.1M I TTEE 
JustIce Louis Scolnlk, chair (Jan.-July 1983) 
JustIce Stephen L. Perkins, chair (July-Dec. 1983) 
Jeffrey L. Krattenmaker 
Margaret B. LaGassey 
Rosemary K. Merchant 
Robert V. Miller 
Nonnan R. Ness 



COMMITTEE STATUS REPORTS 

Board of Overseers of the Bar 

The Board of Overseers of the Bar was created by order of the Supreme Judicial Court, effec­
tive November 1, 1978. The Board consists of nine members selected by the Court, three of whom 
are lay persons and six of whom are members of the Bar of the State of Maine. The Board super­
vises and administers the regIstratIon of al I attorneys admItted to practice In the state; In­
vestIgates and processes claIms and reports of vIolatIons by attorneys of the rules of practIce 
set forth In the MaIne Bar Rules; provIdes a procedure for the arbItratIon of dIsputes between 
clients and attorneys with respect to legal fees; maIntaIns limited consultIng and advIsory serv­
Ices with respect to the InterpretatIon and applIcatIon of the Code of ProfessIonal ResponsIbIlity 
(Rule 3 of the Maine Bar Rules relatIng to ethIcal standards); and engages In a continuing review 
and study of the Bar In relatIon to the public and the Courts for the purpose of making recommend­
ations to the Supreme Judicial Court with respect to the MaIne Bar Rules. 

At the beg I nn I ng of 1983, there were approx Imatel y 2600 attorneys reg I stered I n the Ma I ne Bar 
which was supplemented by between 175 and 200 new registrations during the year. 

Rules Committees 

The Supreme Judicial Court has established advisory committees for civil rules, criminal 
rules, probate rules, and rules of evidence. These committees aid the Court In discharging Its rule­
making responsibilities by recommending the adoption of proposed rules or amendments. 

Comml ttee on Collect Ive Barga I n I n9 for Jud Ic I al Departmen.t Employees 

During the first session of the Illth LegIslature, legislatIon was enacted to establIsh an 
Advisory Committee on Collective Bargaining for JudicIal Department Employees IncludIng represent­
atives of public sector management and public sector bargainIng agents. The Committee, appoInted by 
the Supreme Judicial Court, was authorIzed to study and recommend labor relations polIcies and pro­
cedures for the Judicial Department. Through a serIes of Intensive and extensive meetIngs with 
court employees, management representatatlon and labor officials, the Committee fulfil led Its man­
dated task and reported Its recommendatIons to the Supreme Judicial Court during November, 1983. 

Committee On Professional ReSponsibilIty 

The Committee on Professional Respons(bility was created In 1981 to carry on a continuous 
. rev I ew of the operat Ion and effect Iveness of the Ma I ne Ba·r Ru I es, and I n part Icu I ar the Code of 

Professional ResponsibIlity, and to recommend to the Supreme Judicial Court such amendments as It 
finds adv I sab Ie. 

Committee on Judicial ResponsIbility and DIsabilIty 

By legislative authorizatIon, 4 M.R.S.A. §9-B, the CommIttee on JudicIal ResponsIbility 
and Disability was establIshed by order of the Supreme Judicial Court In July 1978 and Is 
empowered to receive and Investigate complaints of JudIcIal misconduct and dIsability. Judi­
cial misconduct Is defined by the Code of JudIcial Conduct, whIch has been adopted by the 
Supreme Judicial Court. By order of the Court, the Code of Judicial Conduct Is binding on 
al I state judges, except that In the case of judges of probate only the first three canons apply. 

The CanmHtee on JudicIal ResponsIbility and DIsability consIsts of seven members appointed 
by the Supreme Judicial Court. Two members are either active or active retired Justices of the 
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Superior Court, active or active retired Judges of the District Court, or active Judges of pro­
bate. Two members are attorneys at law admitted to pract"lce In the State of Maine, and three 
members are representatives of the general public of °the state of Maine. The public and attorney 
members are appo I nted by the Su prEme Jud I c I a I Court upon the recommendat Ion of the governor. 

Proceedings before the Committee are typically begun upon receipt of a complaint concerning 
the conduct of a judge. If the Committee members decide that the facts stated appear to come 
within Its authority, a copy of the complaint Is submitted to the judge Involved for his response, 
fol lowed by an Investigation and decision on whether an evidentiary hearing before the Committee 
Is necessary. The Committee cannot Itself Impose disciplinary sanctions, but It may seek Informal 
correction of any Judicial conduct or practice which the Committee determines may create an appear­
ance of Judicial misconduct. If the Committee determines that discipline may be In order, It re­
ports Its findings and conclusions, together with recommendations, to the SuprEme Judicial Court, 
and thereafter the matter Is handled by the Court as °a court proceeding. 

Committee on Court Appointed Counsel 

In 1982 Chief Justice Vincent L. McKuslck appointed a committee to study the fiscal ImplI­
cations of the current system of the appointment of counsel for Indigent criminal defendants, 
and to make recommendations for Improved fiscal control and management within the Judicial Depart­
ment. Expenditures for court appointed counsel Increased over 100% from $533,000 In fiscal year 
1977 to $1.2 mil lion In fiscal year 1983. 

After extensive deliberations during 1982 and 1983 and the preparation of a study of court 
appointed counsel expenses by the Administrative Office of the Courts, the committee concluded: 

"It Is not possible to determine to what extent the dramatic 
Increase In expenditures for court appointed counsel results from the 
prevailing condition of the economy. It Is certain, however, that the 
Increase results from an Increase In the number of persons found to be 
Indigent rather than an Increase In the amount of compensation paid 
for Individual cases. Statistics gathered from the Superior Court re­
veal that the number of Indigent defendants Increased 54.3% from fis­
cal 1980 through fiscal 1983. In the same period of time the total 
number of criminal cases Increased by only 8%. The extent of over­
utilization of the current system by non-Indigents Is not known. 

In our review we found certain elements of the systEm to be laud­
abl~. First, the appointment of ~ounsel occurs at the time of arraign­
ment, the earliest stage of the Judicial proceeding. Second, the rates 
at which court appointed counsel are compensated by the Superior Court 
Justices of thlos State are relatively uniform given the variables present­
ed In Individual cases. Finally, the Committee Is satisfied that the 
appointment of private counsel at an average hourly cost of $22 at the 
Superior Court level as opposed to any other system, Is an economical 
method of discharging the constitutional obligation. Even with the dra­
matic Increase experienced In recent years, the per capita cost of 
Maine's Indigent defense system places It 45th from the highest In a 
nationwide survey." 

The Committee recommended establishment of an administrative screening unit within the Judicial 
Department to collect relevant .Information from the criminal defendent seeking appointed counsel; 
to verify such Information; to recommend to the court that the applicant be declared Indigent, 
partially Indigent or non-Indigent; and to secure reimbursement to the state when appropriate. 



At year's end, these recommendatIons were under study by the AdmInIstratIve OffIce of the 
Courts. A specIfIc plan Is antIcIpated to be prepared for consIderatIon by the SuprEme JudIcIal 
Court as the governIng body of the JudIcIal Department durIng 1984. 

JudIcIal PolIcy CommIttee 

DurIng the summer of 1983, ChIef JustIce McKuslck created the JudIcIal PolIcy CommIttee to 
address the long-range plannIng needs of the JudIcIal Department. ItS fIrst assIgnment was to assess 

,the adequacy of the exIstIng JUdIcIal resources In the MaIne trIal courts, resultIng wIth the publi­
catIon of the "JudIcIal Resources Report" In DecEmber. ThIs report concluded that both the SuperIor 
Court and DIstrIct Court were under-staffed, and recommended the addItIon of three new JudgeshIps 
In each court. A bll I reflectIng thIs recommendatIon was submItted to the second regular sessIon 
of the I 11th LegIslature for Its consIderatIon. The CommIttee wll I be consIderIng other matters 
of statewIde Impact durl~g 1984. 

State Court LIbrary CommIttee 

The State Court LIbrary Commltee, created In 1981 (4 M.R.S.A. sec. 191), Is charged wIth govern­
Ing the 18 lIbrarIes In the county law lIbrary systEm. The commIttee Is assIsted by a state court 
lIbrary supervIsor who vIsIted each of the lIbrarIes at least once durIng the year, and met wIth 
several of the local law lIbrary commIttees. Two librarIes have recruIted volunteers through the 
RetIred SenIor Volunteer Program In theIr respectIve countIes. PublIcatIons from the offIce of 
the state court lIbrary supervIsor thIs past year Included maIlIngs of a newsletter update on county law 
lIbrary materIals, organIzatIon and personnel, and A GuIde to Legal Resources In MaIne, compIled 
as a unIon lIst of legal materIals throughout the state. 

********************************************************** 

MAINE JUDICIAL COUNCIL 

As created by the legIslature, 4 M.R.S.A. §451, the purpose of the JudIcIal Council Is 
to "make a contInuous study of the organIzatIon, rules, and methods of procedures and practIces 
of the JUdIcIal system of the state, the work accomplIshed, and the results produced by that 
system and Its varIous parts". The CouncIl consIsts of the followIng members: the chIef 
JustIce of the Supreme JudIcIal Court (chaIrman, ex cfflc'lo), the attorney general, the chIef 
judge of the DIstrIct Court, the dean of the UnIversIty of MaIne Law School, together wIth an 
actIve or retIred JustIce of the Supreme J~dlclal Court, two JustIces of the SuperIor Court, 
one judge of the DIstrIct Court, one JUdge of a Probate Court, one clerk of courts, two lawyers, 
and sIx laypersons, the latter to be appoInted by the governor for such perIods not exceedIng 
four years, as he may determ I nee The execut Ive secretary:, a part-t Ime contract Employee, 
provIdes al I executIve servIces to the CouncIl. 

DurIng 1983, the CouncIl contInued to InItIate and monItor efforts to reduce case delay and, 
In thIs regard, to support a program of Improvement for MaIne courts, IncludIng modernIzed court 
facIlItIes, addItIonal JustIces and judges, clerks, and support personnel, as wei I as hIgher JUdIcIal 
salarIes. A commIttee of the Council revIewed the fUnctIonIng of procedures for dIscIplInIng 
judges and proposed a change In the current rule of confIdentIalIty. The CouncIl, through Its 
ExecutIve Secretary, partIcIpated In the study conducted by the legIslatIvely-appoInted CommIssIon 
on Local Land Use VIolatIons. The CouncIl also acted to sponsor, as a part of a consortIum of 
legal organIzatIons, the Study of the Future of the Legal ProfessIon In MaIne. In addItIon, the 
CouncIl's PublIc InformatIon and EducatIon CommIttee worked toward the publIcatIon of a cItIzen's 
handbook for the MaIne Courts and assIsted the AdmInIstratIve OffIce of the Courts In Its develop­
ment of a court newsletter. The ful I CouncIl held four meetIngs In 1983 and commIttees met as 
necessary. 

********************************************************** 
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Appendix I 

Caseload Statistics 





TABLE A 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAD SUMMARY. 
1979 - 1983 

t Change % Change 
STATE TOTAL ill.L ~ ~ .!.W- ~ 1979-1983 1932-1983 

C I V I L: 
- Pending - J~nuary 1st 8.509 8.971 9.212 9.396 9.273 9.0 -1.3 

- Filings 6.457 6.446 6.370 6.077 5.827 -9.8 -4. I 

- Dispositions 5.995 6.205 6.186 6.200 6.100 1.8 -1.6 

- Pending - December 31st 3.971 9.212 9.396 9.273 9.000 .3 -2.9 
- Case load Change + 462 + 241 + 184 - 123 - 273 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 1.155 1.244 1.714 1.867 1.989 72.2 6.5 
-Filings 1.302 1.944 1.748 1.538 1.564 20. I 1.7 

- Dispositions 1.213 1.474 1.595 1.416 1.298 7.0 -8.3 
- Pending - December 31st 1.244 1.714 1.867 1.989 2.255 81.3 13.4 
- Case load Change + 89 + 470 + 153 + 122 + 266 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1st 3.572 4.459 4.442 4.837 5.971 67.2 23.4 

- Filings 8.260 8.866 9.190 9.271 9.256 12. I -.2 

- Dis po sit i on s 7.373 8.883 8.795 8.137 9.289 26.0 14.2 

- Pending - December 31st 4.459 4.442 4.837 5.971 5.938 33.2 -.6 

- Case load Change + 887 17 + 395 +1.134 33 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

~ Pending - January 1 s t 13.236 14.674 15.368 16.100 17.233 30.2 7.0 

- Filings 16.019 17.256 17.308 16.886 16.647 3.9 -1.4 

- Dispositions 14.581 16.562 16.576 15.753 16.687 14.4 5.9 
- Pending - December 31 st 14.674 15.368 16.100 17.233 17.193 17.2 -.2 

- Case load Change +1.438 + 6~4 + 732 +1.133 - 40 

*Includes cases filed and reflled. 
Al I cases counted by docket number. 
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TABLE B 

SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS* 

1979 - 1983 

C I V I L U R E S A C RIM I N A L T 0 TAL 

1979 1983 1979 1983 1979 1983 1979 1983 

Cumberland 1,442 1,419 234 273 1,410 1,834 3,086 3,526 

Lincoln 131 169 28 26 202 354 361 549 

Sagadahoc 151 139 44 56 142 295 337 490 

York ~ ~ ~ 180 811 ~ ~ 1,870 

Sub Total 2,375 2,479 485 535 2,565 3,421 5,425 6,435 

Androscoggin 705 599 103 89 479 664 1,287 1,352 

Franklin 139 129 24 30 318 416 481 575 

Kennebec 773 607 95 160 807 838 1,675 1,605 

Knox 214 158 50 58 287 436 551 652 

OxFord 179 171 68 62 263 342 510 575 

Some rse t 269 247 58 82 767 815 1,094 1,144 

\~a I do ~ ~ -12. __ 5_1 ~ 268 --1l.l 404 

Sub Total 2,426 1,996 433 532 3,110 3,779 5,969 6,307 

Aroostook 354 378 115 129 769 585 1,238 1,092 

Hancock 274 198 43 62 221 230 538 490 

Penobscot 784 606 156 203 1,208 789 2,148 1,598 

Piscataquis 51 49 24 29 132 133 207 211 

Washington ~ 121 46 --1.!:.. ---2.22 -1.!1 ~ ~ 
Sub Total 1,656 1,352 384 497 2,585 2,056 4,625 3,905 

STATE TOTAL 6,457 5,827 1,302 1,564 8,260 9,256 16,019 16,647 

*-Includes cases filed and refiled. 

-Cases counted by docket number. 
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DISTRICT COURT TABLE C 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF CASE * 

1979 1983 

F ILl N G S 

% Change 
STATE TOTALS: 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1982-1983 

- C i v i I 13.528 14.013 )4.542 13.324 12.481 -6.3 
- F ami I,. Abuse (b) 1.574 2.107 33.9 
- Money Judgments 6.723 6,821 5.530 4.705 4.463 -5. I 

- Sma I I C I aims 18.534 20.132 21.063 22.174 24.051 8.5 
- Divorce 7.748 7.591 . 7.742 6.992 7.001 .1 
- Mental Hea I th ~ ~ ~ 811 ~ -11.2 

Sub Total 47.079 49.456 ~9.559 49.580 50.823 2.5 

- Juvenile 3.884 3.961 3.864 3.405 3.240 -4.8 
- Criminal A.B,C 2,736 3.035 2,962 3,338 3,399 1.8 

- Criminal D,E 24,608 26,279 26,521 27,287 27,017 -1.0 
- Traffic Criminal 55,852 56,074 60,860 52,078 2.L1.ll ...:.L2. 

Sub T0tal 87.080 89,349 94,207 86,108 84,947 1.3 

- Civil Violations and 
Traffic rnfractions 101,227 92,352 . 84,757 79,783 92,150 ...!2.:2. 

TOTAL FILINGS: 235 1386 231,157 228,523 215:471 227,920 ~ 

DIS P O·S I T ION S 

% Change 
STATE TOTALS: .!..TIL-_ 1980 1981 1982 1983 1982-1983 

- C i v i I 11,674 12,457 15,063 14.034 12,781 -8.9 

- Family Abuse (b) 1.422 1,954 37.4 

- Money Judgments 5,861 6,570 5,675 4,559 4.349 -4.6 

- Sma I I C I aims 15,647 17 ,509 18,713 20,742 23.093 11.3 

- Divorce 7.213 7.526 8,454 6,751 6,990 3.5 

- Mental Hea I th 480 ~ -1ll. .-:lli. --111. -=:2..:..Q. 
Sub Total 40,875 44,959 48,642 48.268 49.889 3.4 

- Juvenile 3,642 3,939 3.795 3.148 3,325 5.6 
- Criminal A,B,C 2,710 2,543 2,871 3,120 3,137 -.5 
- Criminal D,E 23.834 25,027 26,368 27.646 26,915 -2.6 

- Traffic Criminal 51,030 49,485 58,420 52,827 i.!.tlli ~ 
Sub Total 81,216 80,994 91,454 86.741 85,190 -1.8 

- Civi I Violations and 
Traffic Infractions 103.816 96.308 85,996 80.261 89,417 11.4 

TOTAL DISPOSITIONS: 225,907 222,261 226,092 215,270 224,496 4.3 --
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DISTRICT COURT FILINGS 

1979 - 1983 

CIVIL VIOL. & 
C I V I L C RIM N A L TRAFFIC INFRAC. 

1979 1983 1979 1983 1979 1983 -:...t.2. l~d3 

JISEICT I: Caribou 1.227 951 1.548 874 2.523 984 5.298 2.809 
Fort Kent (a) 811 646 829 591 1.640 1.237 
Madawaska 965 585 481 389 681 321 2.127 1.295 
Van Buren (a) 293 157 292 144 585 301 

Sub Total 2.192 T;"53b 3.133 2;Obb "LI;325 D40 9,b5O D42 
JIST'<.ICT II: Hou I ton 1.148 1.003 1.722 1.513 2.642 1.279 5.512 3.795 

Presque I s Ie 1.713 1.601 1.875 1.693 2.858 1.309 6.446 4.603 
Sub'Total z,-gbT DOll 3.597 3Yo6 5.500 2;588 11;958 8,3§8 

::;IS~:I=T III: Bangor 3.784 4.318 6.754 5. ]20 6.789 5.033 17.327 15.071 
Nel"por t 627 846 1.272 968 3.369 2.174 5.268 3.988 

Sub Total 1!;liTf D6lI 8.026 6,b88 lQ,T58 7.207 22.595 19.059 

:ISFICT I' . Calais 702 959 ----- 1.755 1.121 1.152 1.102 3.609 3.182 
Machias 653 647 1.574 1.394 637 701 g.~64 2.74n Sub Total 1.355 DOb 3.329 2.515 T;7B9 D03 .73 5.92 

)ISPICT ' . Bar Harbor 347 318 449 444 529 424 1.325 1.186 
Be 1 fa s t 1.335 1.102 1.773 1.598 1.599 1.066 4.707 3.766 
Ell sl"orth 1.417 1.355 1.920 2.429 2.193 2.467 5.530 6.251 

Sub Total 3.099 2.775 4,TIi2 D7T 1I;3IT 3.957 1~ 11.203 

J 1ST;;' I : T '; I : Bath 1.191 1.202 2.270 1.893 3.322 3.159 6.783 6.254 
Rockland 1.863 2.005 2.575 2.026 1.683 1.280 6.121 5.311 
Wiscasset 1.158 990 1.835 1.771 1.733 1.775 4.726 4.536 

Sub Total 11;212 D97 b,bEO 5.690 b,738' b,TIli" lr;b30 lb,fOT 

DISTRICT VII: Augusta 2.792 3.424 5.269 4.328 6.775 5.593 14.836 13.345 
Watervi lie 1.970 2.178 2.964 3.293 2.341 2.927 7.275 8.398 

Sub Total TJ;7TI 5.602 D33 r;b2T 9,TTb E";5iO 22,TIT 2T;71i3 

DISTqlCT VIII. Brunswick 842 1.024 2.973 3.069 4.794 4.935 8.609 9.028 
Lewiston 3.956 3.917 6.666 6.350 5.520 7.567 16.142 17.834 

Sub Total 1i";798' If;9IIf 9,b39 9,liT9 lQ,3i11 12.502 21/;75T 2~ 

~IST:;ICT I X : Bridgton 423 596 984 1.376 1 .853 1.183 3.260 3.155 
Portland 6.669 8.522 1~·t4g Ig.0~4 16.854 2~ 36.965 44.344 

Sub Total 7.092 9;iT8' 1 • 2 1 .3 0 Is:=ro=r 22.001 40.225 4D99 

)IST"ICT x: Biddeford 2.248 2.973 6.419 6.013 8.733 7.645 17.400 16.631 
r(ittery 697 786 3.786 6.524 5.541 4.493 10.024 11.803 
Springvale 1.598 1.363 2.847 3.347 g.06~ 2.965 6.505 7 675 

Sub Total ~ 5.122 13.052 lDB1f 1 .33 15.103 33.929 3D"69 

JISnlCT XI: Livermore Falls 249 312 615 608 468 616 1.332 1.536 
Rumford 1.081 1.078 1.718 1.183 870 997 3.669 3.258 
South Pari s 893 1.635 1.308 1.011 677 543 2.878 3.189 

Sub Total 2.223 3.025 3,6liT 2.802 2.015 2Ts6 -=r:F'i9 7.983 
JISTRICT XII: Farmi ngton 1.285 1.267 1.578 1.527 1.038 1.646 3.901 4.440 

Skowhegan 1.983 2.235 4.380 3.353 5.313 2.716 11.676 8.304 
Sub Total ~ 3.502 5,958 1!;8iW 6,N Qb2 15.577 12;71i4 

DISTRICT XIII: Dover-Foxcroft 810 631 1.349 1.481 777 949 2.936 3.061 
Lincoln 686 565 623 718 3.286 1.885 4.595 3.168 
Mi II inocket 767 435 1.252 1.126 1.496 863 3.515 2.424 

Sub Total 2,2b3 D1T D21I 3.325 5.559 3,b97 IT;01ib '8,65j" 

T ;., T E T 0 TAL: 47.079 50.823 87.080 84.947 101.227 92.150 235.386 227.920 

(a) Fort Kent and Van Buren do not handle civil cases. 
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Appendix II 

Trial Court Locations 





Stare of Ma ine 
Superior Courts 

SOMERSET 

FRANKLIN 

OXFORD 

YORK 

l' 
Allred 

I 

I 
I 

SAGADNiOC 

. ANDROSCOGGIN 

AROOSTOOK 

PISCATAQUIS 

Bangor ic 

o 

• Caribou 

Houlton ic 

PENOBSCOT 

*principal court location 
• auxilliary court location 
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State of Maine 
District Courts 

() 
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• Caribou 

Presque Isle 0 

Houlton 0 

Court Locations 
• District 1 [!) District 8 

·0 " 2 ~ , , 
9 

* " 3 • , , 
10 

0 " 4 ® ' , II 
@ ." 5 ® ' , 12 
@ " 6 [!] , , 

13 @ , , 
7 



Appendix III 

Court Personnel 





Active 

I 983 

H A I N E SUP R E H E J U D I C I A L 

JUS TIC E S 

Hon. Vincent L. HcKuslck, Chief Justice 

Hon. Edward S. Godfrey (retlr.ed 9/1/83) 

Hon. David A. Nichols 

Hon. David G. Roberts 

Hon. Gene Carter (resigned 7/5/83) 
Hon. Elmer H. Violette 

Hon. Daniel E. Wathen 

C 0 U R T 

Hon. Caroline D. Glassman (qualified 8/30/83) 
Hon. Louis Scolnlk (qualified 9/7/83) 

Retl red: Hon. Armand A. Dufresne, Jr. 

Active Retired: Hon. Thomas E. Delahanty 

Active Retired: Hon. James P. Archibald 

C L E R K o F THE LAW C 0 U R T 

Executive Clerk of the Supreme Judicial Court 
Reporter of Decisions 

James C. Chute 
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I 983 

M A I N E SUP E R o R C 0 U R T 

JUS T C E S 

¥Hon., Robeft W. Clifford, Chief Justice 

Hon. William E. McCarthy 
I~Hon. Ian Macinnes (retired 10/1/63) 

Hon. Sumner J. Goffin 
Hon. Robert L. Browne 

*Hon. Louis Scolnlk (qualified for Supreme Judicial Court 9/7/83) 
Hon. Stephen L. Perkins 
Hon. Herbert T. Si Isby, II 

*Hon. William E. McKinley 
Hon. Oonald G. Alexander 
Hon. Jessie H. Briggs 
Hon. Morton A. Brody 
Hon. CarlO. Bradford 
Hon. William S. Brodrick 
Hon. Thomas E. De I ahan ty, II 

Androscoggin 
Aroostook 
Cumbe r I and 
Frank lin 
Hancock 

Kennebec 
Knox 
Lincoln 
Oxford 
Penobscot 
Piscataquis 

'Sagadahoc 
Somerset 
Waldo 
Washington 
York 

CLERKS 

Luci I Ie Lepl tre 
Robert Rush 
Margaret LaGassey 
Lynda Haske I I 
Edda Church (resigned 12/12/8~) 
Rosemary Merchant (appointed 12/12183) 
P. Valerie Page 
Susan Sinvoons 
George Cowan 
Donna Howe 
Madolyn Upton 
Rosemary Merchant (resigned 12/12/83) 
Sandra Welch (appointed 12/19/83) 
George Cowan 
Esther Waters 
Joyce Page 
Marilyn Braley 
Richard Neault 

*-The regional administrative system, un'der which Justices Scolnlk, 
Macinnes and McKinley served as regional presiding justices during 
1983, was abolished and replaced with the ,creation of a single 
Superior Court chief justice position, effective January I, 1984. 

-The vacancjes resultlnq from Justice Macinnes' retirement and Justice 
Scolnik's elevation were filled for the rest of 1983 by Justice Clifford. 
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JUDGES 

Hon. Bernard M. Devine, 
Chief Judge 

DISTRICT I: 
Hon. Paul T. Pierson 

DISTRICT II: 
Hon. Julian W. Turner 

DISTRICT III: 
Hon. F. Davis Clark 
Hon. Eugene W. Beaulieu 

DISTRICT IV: 
Hon. Earl J. Wahl 

DISTRICT V: 
Hon. Jack O. Smith 

DISTRICT VI: 
Hon. Alan C. Pease, 

Deputy Chief Judge 

DISTIUCT VII: 
Hon. Courtland D. Pe rry, 

DISTRICT VIII: 
Hon. lo Damon Scales, Jr. 

DISTRICT IX: 
Hon. Robert W. Donovan 

DISTRICT X: 
Hon. Roland A. Cole 

DIS TR I CT X I : 
Hon. John L. Batherson 

DISTRICT XII: 
Hon. John W. Benoit, Jr. 

DISTRICT XIII: 
Hon. Susan W. Calkins 

AT-LARGE: 
Hon. Harriet P. Henry 
Hon. Ronald L. Kellam 

II 

Hon. Millard E. Emanuelson 
Hon. G. Arthur Brennan 
Hon. Ronald D. Russell 

ACTIVE-RETIRED: 
Hon. Roland J. Poulin 
Hon. Paul A. MacDon·ald 
Hon. Israel Alpren 
Hon. EdwIn R. Smith 
Hon. Arthur A. Nadeau, Jr. 
Hon. Simon Sp j 11 

983 

M A I N E DIS T RIC T C 0 U R T 

COURT LOCATIONS 

Caribou 
Fort Kent 
Madawaska' 
Van Buren 

Houl ton 

Presque Isle 

Bangor 
Newport 

Calais 
Machias 

Bar Harbor 
Bel fast 
Ellsworth 

Bath 
Rockland 
Wiscasset 

Augusta 
Waterville 

Brunswick 
Lewiston 

Bridgton 
Portland 

Biddeford 
KI ttery' 

Srtrlngvale 

livermore Falls 
Rumford 
South Paris 

Farmington 
Skowhegan 

Dove r- F oxc ro ft 
lincoln 
Millinocket 
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CLERKS 

Norma Duheme 
Geneva Desjardins 
Norma Gerard 
Carmen Cyr 

Freda Carson (retired 12/31/83) 
Joan Burton (appointed 12/17/83) 
Bonnie Clayton 

Thelma Holmes 
Jane Sawyer 

Elsie McGarrigle 
Annie H. Hanscom 

Arlene Jordan 
Donna Bonney 
Margar:et Dorr 

Ann Feeney 
Mary Ledger 
8arbara Cowan (retired 8/5/83) 
Lucy Russell (appointed 8/5/83) 

Mary Godbout 
June L'Heureux 

Susan Arnold 
Yvette Houle 

Beverly MacKerron 
Susan MacDonald 

Vivian Hickey 
Patricia Beatty (resigned 4/1/83) 
Beryl Hili (appointed 4/4/83) 
Alice Monroe 

Dolores Richards 
Eleanor Marsanskls (Sclaraffa) 
Joan Millett 

Cons tance Sma II 
Sandra Carroll 

Margaret Poulin 
Ann Coolong 
Nancy Turmel 



983 

M A I N E ADM I N 1ST RAT I V E 

J U D G E S 

Hon. Edward ~. Rogers 

Hon. Dana A. Cleaves 

C L E R K 

Diane Nadeau 
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